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ABSTRACT 
Performance evaluations of classroom teachers have become increasingly 
important in recent years as a result of demands for greater quality in schools and the 
demand for greater accountability with regards to tax dollars used in education. Although 
a plethora of evaluation instruments exist, each state education agency is charged with 
designing and implementing its own system. The state of Texas adopted the Professional 
Development and Appraisal System (PDAS) in 1997 as an evaluation system for Texas 
teachers. 
The purpose of this study was to explore the perceptions of music ensemble 
directors in Texas secondary schools towards teacher evaluations. Through this mixed 
methods study, the researcher examined ensemble directors' perceptions of the purposes, 
procedures, and outcomes of the Texas PDAS. Analysis of the data revealed that music 
directors believed evaluations were intended to provide feedback to ensure effective 
teaching, but also felt that the evaluation procedures being utilized were somewhat 
ineffective. They also believed that feedback was an important component of teacher 
evaluations, and that effective feedback would lead to improved teaching and ultimately 
to student academic success; however, the participants did not agree that the feedback 
v 
they were receiving was useful towards improving their teaching. Additionally the 
researcher found that some participants believed their evaluators lacked the background 
in music necessary to properly evaluate them, thus the feedback being provided was not 
useful in improving their own teaching. The data from this study also led the researcher 
to discover issues related to the relationships between teachers and their evaluators. 
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Chapter One 
Introduction and Background 
Teacher effectiveness is a topic of concern for policymakers, parents, community 
members, and other stakeholders as they demand higher student test scores and better 
academic and fmancial accountability. Although the United States Constitution does not 
grant the federal government authority over public education (Kemerer & Walsh, 2000) 
the federal government has been active in funding education and attaching certain 
requirements to those funds. The reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, known as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and signed into 
law in 2002, mandated that school districts employ highly-qualified teachers in order to 
qualify for federal funding. Highly-qualified teachers must, as defined by the United 
States Department of Education, hold a bachelor' s degree, be fully licensed in the state 
they teach, and prove that they are knowledgeable about the subject they teach (United 
States Department of Education, 2006). These criteria only set a minimum level of 
qualifications for schoolteachers and do not address their effectiveness in the classroom; 
however, it is important to note that the NCLB definition is a key starting point for 
defining effective teachers. 
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Concerns over the importance of qualified teachers did not commence with the No 
Child Left Behind Act. The 1983 federal government report, A Nation at Risk, brought 
forth a strong awareness of an educational system in need of reform. One of those 
reforms included changing the professional behavior of teachers that was found 
unacceptable (NCEE, 1983). Americans became concerned that U.S. schools and their 
teachers were not providing students with the skills and knowledge necessary to become 
competent adults. This led many school districts to re-examine the ways they evaluated 
teachers. Accountability became a major concern for school leaders and legislators. At 
the time that A Nation at Risk was published, 98% of school districts had in place a 
system for evaluating teachers (Shinkfield & Stufflebeam, 1995). Either the evaluation 
systems were not effective in measuring teacher performance or they were not being 
implemented correctly. 
Weisberg et al (2009) found several flaws in the practice and implementation of 
teacher evaluation systems in Arkansas, Colorado, Illinois, and Ohio. Among the 
deficiencies found were that most teachers were consistently rated at the highest possible 
levels, while those who were performing poorly were not receiving proper attention to 
remedy their performance nor were they considered for dismissal. Additionally, the 
researchers found that novice teachers were not receiving special attention and that 
exceptional teaching was not being recognized. Furthermore, Weisberg et al (2009) 
found that the professional development opportunities for teachers were ineffective in 
offering support for the needs of teachers. This report also presented several strategies 
for improving teacher evaluation practices. These included: 
1. Adopt a comprehensive performance evaluation system that fairly, accurately 
and credibly differentiates teachers based on their effectiveness 
2 
2. Train administrators and other evaluators in the teacher performance evaluation 
system and hold them accountable for using it effectively 
3. Integrate the performance evaluation system with critical human capital 
policies and functions such as teacher assignment, professional development, 
compensation, retention and dismissal 
4. Adopt dismissal policies that provide lower-stakes options for ineffective 
teachers to exit the district and a system of due process that is fair but efficient (p. 
7-8). 
These suggestions are starting points for improving teacher evaluation; however, there is 
no mention of the importance of providing effective feedback for teacher improvement. 
Teacher evaluation systems have been developed as a result of demands for greater 
scrutiny of teacher effectiveness and to address issues with accountability. However, 
there exists little evidence that the teacher evaluation systems that have been developed 
are effective in improving instruction. 
Theoretical Framework 
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The theory serving as the foundation for this research was put forth by Wise, 
Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin, and Bernstein (1984b) when they suggested that teacher 
evaluations could be used to improve instruction in the classroom with the ultimate goal 
of improving student achievement. They proposed that this could be accomplished in 
several ways. First, the school system must ensure that the teachers are involved in the 
process of evaluation. Secondly, the school must motivate and guide the teachers 
through the process of improving their own teaching. Wise et al (1984b) indicated that 
for teachers to buy into the act of improvement they must feel that the feedback they 
receive is useful, and they must experience the sense that "a given course of action is both 
worthwhile and possible" (p. 69). 
The theory was advanced by Andrews (1995) when he suggested that teacher 
evaluations could be used to improve classroom instruction. He proposed that teacher 
evaluations could "improve teacher-administrator communication, motivate teachers to 
improve classroom practices, assist in the counseling out of incompetent teachers, and 
ultimately improve student achievement" (p.73). As teachers improve their teaching 
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skills, students will be able to receive better instruction. This position was further 
supported by the research of Danielson and McGreal (2000) who stated that, "evaluation 
systems designed to support teacher growth and development through an emphasis on 
formative evaluation techniques produced higher levels of satisfaction and more 
thoughtful and reflective practice while still being able to satisfy accountability demands" 
(p. 15). Stronge (2006) explained that teacher evaluation systems should "encourage 
improvement in both the teacher being evaluated and the school" (p. 2). According to 
Davis, Ellett, and Annunziata (2002), "school level professionals can either use a system 
for the evaluation of teaching as a perfunctory and meaningless bureaucratic necessity, or 
use the evaluation system as a meaningful process that is viewed as a catalyst for 
improving teaching and learning in schools" (p. 299). The data that is gleaned from 
teacher evaluations can be used to have a positive effect on student achievement, 
although the possibility exists that teacher evaluations can be used to fulfill legal 
requirements. Thus the theoretical position on which this research is based is founded on 
the premise that teachers have the desire to improve their effectiveness and that 
constructive feedback provided as a result of classroom observations that are part of a 
teacher evaluation process is one way to enable them to achieve that goal. 
Purposes of Teacher Evaluations 
The evaluation ofteachers can serve various purposes. Teacher evaluations exist 
to provide feedback to improve teaching and to help administrators plan professional 
development opportunities for teachers. Teacher evaluations can also be used to help 
improve student learning. When teachers are more effective, their students are able to 
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learn more in their classes. Teacher evaluations are also utilized to provide a basis for the 
hiring, retention, and promotion of teachers. Evaluations may help identify teachers in 
need of assistance, provide accountability to taxpayers and lawmakers, determine salaries, 
identify excellence in teaching, fulfill legislative mandates, and serve as evidence for 
dismissal or promotion. Formative teacher evaluation is "designed to assist teachers in 
improving their own teaching" (Barber, 1990, p. 216). On the other hand, summative 
teacher evaluations deal with teacher "retention, advancement, and dismissal" (Peterson, 
2004, p. 68). Danielson and McGreal (2000) outlined the purposes as "quality assurance 
and professional development" (p. 8). 
The Measures of Effective Teaching (MET) project, funded by the Bill & 
Melinda Gates Foundation, is a "research partnership of academics, teachers, and 
education organizations committed to investigating better ways to identify and develop 
effective teaching" (Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 2013, p. 1). The MET Project 
emphasized the importance of feedback as "the path to better teaching" (p. 3). Their 
report proposed that feedback was important not only for the teacher being evaluated, but 
also for school leaders, administrators at all levels of the district hierarchy, and for those 
involved in planning professional development activities. The MET project also 
advocated the use of content knowledge examinations to "assess teachers' knowledge of 
their subject and how to teach it" (p. 3). 
Teacher evaluations help improve teaching and positively affect student 
achievement. Tuckman (1995) maintained that such an evaluation system would be akin 
to "holding up a mirror so they could see themselves as others see them" (p. 134). 
Weber ( 1987) explained that teacher evaluations were designed to "create competent, 
effective teachers who will improve student performance" (p. 5). Stronge (2006) 
maintained that teacher evaluation was about "helping teachers improve their 
performance as well as holding them accountable for their work" (p. 1 ). One of the 
important functions of these evaluations is providing feedback to enable teachers to 
improve instruction. 
Alternative Sources of Data 
School administrators are generally charged with the task of conducting teacher 
evaluations. These evaluations are judgments that should be based on data, and many 
sources of data exist for evaluating teachers, though many teacher evaluation systems 
rely heavily on observation as one of the major components of those systems. Peer 
review and teacher portfolios have been promoted as two alternate sources of data for 
addressing issues of effective evaluation systems (see Bunker & Leggett, 2004; 
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Danielson, 2001; Goldrick, 2002; Goldstein, 2003; Goldstein & Noguera, 2006; Howard 
& McColsky, 2001; Tucker, Stronge, Gareis, & Beers, 2003; Xu, 2004; Zeichner & Wray, 
2001). Although many variations exist, peer review mainly consists of teachers who 
have demonstrated effectiveness in their teaching, serving as mentors and guides to new 
teachers and teachers who have been identified as needing assistance. Peer mentors may 
serve as advisors to principals or committees, or they may simply work directly with the 
teachers. 
Teacher portfolios are used "to describe, through documentation over an extended 
period of time, the full range of a teacher's abilities and effectiveness" (Xu, 2004, p. 199). 
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This allows for the inclusion of a variety of data that teachers could use to demonstrate 
their competence and overall effectiveness. Zeichner and Wray (2001) explained that 
portfolios help teachers "think more deeply about their teaching and about subject matter 
content, to become more conscious of the theories and assumptions that guide their 
practices, and to develop a greater desire to engage in collaborative dialogues about 
teaching" (p. 614 ). This process of self-reflection can help teachers identify strengths 
and weaknesses in their approach to teaching. Although numerous sources of data are 
utilized for the evaluation of teachers, data from direct observation ofteaching by school 
administrators remains the primary source in most instances (Davis-Frost, 2000). 
Educational Reform and Teacher Evaluation 
The 1983 report by the National Commission on Excellence in Education, A 
Nation at Risk, highlighted serious deficiencies in the educational system of the United 
States, giving Americans a sense that schools and teachers were not being held fully 
accountable and were inadequate in providing students with the education necessary to be 
successful and to outperform students from other countries. The commission targeted 
four main areas of concern in education: content, expectations, time, and teaching. In the 
area of teaching, the Commission reported that "not enough of the academically able 
students are being attracted to teaching; that teacher preparation programs need 
substantial improvement; that the professional working life of teachers is on the whole 
unacceptable" (NCEE, 1983). Pedagogical knowledge was being emphasized in 
university teacher preparation programs at the expense of content knowledge. 
The problem of teacher inadequacy was further exposed as a result of a study by 
Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin, and Bernstein (1985), who investigated the 
teacher evaluation practices of 32 school districts and discovered serious flaws common 
to every district in the study that included "teacher resistance or apathy, the lack of 
uniformity and consistency of evaluation within a school system, inadequate training for 
evaluators, and shortcomings in the evaluation of secondary school staff and specialists" 
(Wise et al, 1985). Coupled with A Nation at Risk this study brought to the forefront a 
need to revisit and revise educational policy, particularly regarding teacher evaluation. 
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Researchers discovered that new teachers were scoring lower on tests measuring 
academic ability than previous novice teachers. In addition, researchers found that the 
teachers who were most likely to stay in the profession were less likely to have a positive 
impact on their students due to their limited academic abilities (see Schlechty & Vance, 
1981; Vance & Schlechty, 1982). This led to the implementation of a career ladder 
system to help ameliorate the dire situation of teacher inadequacy and the retention of 
effective teachers. Rosenholtz and Smylie (1984) found that "by tying salary increases 
and promotions to levels of teaching competence, these proposals intend to provide 
incentives for individual teachers to improve and hence become more effective in the 
classroom" (p. 150). Federal and state lawmakers understood the need to initiate changes 
in teacher evaluation and retention processes. The pressure to reform education fell upon 
the individual states. 
Teacher Evaluations in Texas 
Prior to 1981, there was no statute in the State of Texas that required school 
district administrators to formally evaluate their teachers. The Term Contract 
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Nonrenewal Act (TCNA) by the Texas Legislature in 1981 mandated that Texas teachers 
hired under a term contract be evaluated at least once a year (Armstrong & Hollan, 1984-
1985); however, this legislation did not dictate that any particular evaluation instrument 
be used. 
The 681h Legislature ofthe state of Texas adopted House Concurrent Resolution 
Number 275 in June 1983, stating that, "serious consideration and long-range planning 
are necessary to carry the Texas educational system into the 21st century as a quality, 
effective system" (as quoted in SCOPE, 1984 ). This led to the creation of the Select 
Committee on Public Education (SCOPE) charged with studying "the issues and 
continuing concerns relating to public education, in Texas" (as quoted in SCOPE, 1984). 
Several important recommendations were made by SCOPE related to teacher 
effectiveness, including the career ladder system, teacher performance evaluations, and 
the development of a test for teachers. The committee felt that a career ladder system 
would "provide a professional career development path for outstanding teachers and 
ensure that such teachers receive the recognition, respect, and financial rewards which 
they deserve" (SCOPE, 1984, p. 30). Advancement through the four career ladder levels 
was to be determined by several criteria, including "comprehensive and fair evaluations 
of actual teacher performance" (SCOPE, 1984, p. 30). Additionally, the committee 
recommended the creation of a standardized evaluation program in which administrators 
and professional teachers would participate actively. The Select Committee on Public 
Education further proposed that the state legislature develop an examination to ensure 
that all Texas teachers "possess basic and essential academic skills and knowledge of the 
subject matter which they teach" (SCOPE, 1984, p. 32). As a result of the report by the 
Select Committee on Public Education and litigations regarding the financing of Texas 
public schools, the Texas Legislature adopted House Bill 72 during a special session in 
the summer of 1984. 
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House Bill 72 created the Texas Teacher Appraisal System (TTAS) as an 
evaluation system for the state of Texas, addressing a myriad of issues related to the 
public school system in Texas, including equity and quality of education; however, 
House Bill 72 did not include input from educators and other stakeholders. Grubb (1985) 
explained that, "in contrast to reforms in other states, which have involved the 
educational community and interested citizens in order to build a consensus on reform, 
the changes in Texas took place with relatively little consultation with local educators 
and almost no participation by parents and other interested citizens" (p. xvii). The lack of 
input from educators and school leaders may have contributed to their limited knowledge 
and confusion regarding the mandates set forth by House Bill 72. Alexius (1988) reported 
that 51.4% of the teachers and principals in a study related to House Bill 72 were not sure 
they understood the legislation. 
House Bill 72 established a Career Ladder program that included four levels of 
promotion based on "classroom performance, degrees achieved and other forms of 
coursework, and experience" (Grubb, 1985, p. 33). This set the stage for the 
development of the TT AS "to encourage professional growth for both teachers and 
administrators and to improve instruction in the classrooms of Texas" (TEA, 1991, p. 75). 
The appraisal system developed by this legislation included 5 performance levels: 
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unsatisfactory, below expectations, satisfactory, exceeding expectations, and clearly 
outstanding. Teachers were appraised on 5 domains: instructional strategies, classroom 
management and organization, presentation of subject matter, learning environment, and 
professional growth and responsibilities. The first 4 domains were evaluated through 
classroom observations. The TT AS required 4 classroom observations by two 
administrators (TEA, 1991, p. 77). 
Kemerer and Walsh (2000) indicated that "TT AS was intended to be the 
instrument that measured the difference between the average classroom teacher and the 
instructional star. High scores on TT AS were to be clear evidence of outstanding 
classroom performance, meriting additional compensation" (p. 161); however, Kemerer 
and Walsh (2000) explained that most teachers in the state of Texas were being rated as 
either "clearly outstanding" or "exceeds expectation", thus defeating the ultimate purpose 
of identifying good teaching practices. The validity of the TT AS was further diminished 
when the Texas Commissioner of Education indicated that teachers who received a rating 
of "satisfactory" could be considered for nonrenewal of their contracts due to inadequate 
classroom performance (Magouyrk v. Bloomburg I. S.D., 1988). According to Setliff 
(1989), the TTAS was "used for career ladder decisions, staff development, and could 
also be used for contract renewal decisions" (p. 24 ). 
The Texas Legislature, acting on the suggestion of SCOPE and through HB 72, 
also mandated the creation of an examination to determine if Texas teachers possessed 
basic academic skills. The Texas Examination of Current Administrators and Teachers 
(TECA T) was developed as a "criterion-referenced test of reading and writing skills" 
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(TEA, 1985). The TECA T was developed as a justification for a much-needed tax 
increase to fund educational reforms. Legislators recognized that due to reports like A 
Nation at Risk (1983), they would have to justify the increased taxation, and the TECAT 
would help get rid of incompetent teachers. Teachers who did not achieve a passing 
score would not be able to continue teaching in Texas public schools. Shepard and 
Kreitzer ( 1987) found that the TECAT ultimately led to the dismissal of 2,000 teachers; 
however, the examination had a "negative impact on teacher morale" (p. 31 ). 
In 1989 the Texas Legislature enacted Senate Bill 41 7 ordering the Texas 
Education Agency (TEA) to conduct an evaluation ofthe TTAS. The agency found 
serious problems with the TT AS instrumentation and implementation. Data from the 
Texas Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS) and an independent 
study by Tyson and Silverman ( 1994) both found that most teachers received ratings of 
"clearly outstanding" calling the validity of the evaluation into question. The Texas 
Education Agency rationalized that "this highly unlikely repetition of scores is an 
indicator of a problem with the system" (TEA, 1991 , p. 3 ). Furthermore, the investigation 
found that the TT AS had little to no influence on student achievement. Researchers stated 
that, "from the available data it is clear that if the TT AS was meant to increase teacher 
effectiveness which would in turn increase student performance, this goal was not met" 
(TEA, 1991, pgs. 3-4). 
The TT AS was replaced in 1997 by the Texas Professional Development and 
Appraisal System (PDAS). The Texas State Board of Education adopted a set of 
proficiencies for teachers and administrators, explicated in the document Learner-
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Centered Schools for Texas: A Vision of Texas Educators (1997). These proficiencies 
formed the basis ofthe PDAS, as recommended by the State Advisory Committee on 
Teacher Appraisal (SBEC, 1997). In addition, this appraisal system dictated that teachers 
be appraised on 8 domains: 
Domain I: Active, successful student participation in the learning process 
Domain II: Learner-centered instruction 
Domain III : Evaluation and feedback on student progress 
Domain IV: Management of student discipline, instructional strategies, time and 
materials 
Domain V: Professional communication 
Domain VI: Professional development 
Domain VII: Compliance with policies, operating procedures and requirements 
Domain VIII: Improvement of academic performance of all students on the 
campus based on indicators included in the Academic Excellence Indicator 
System (Texas Education Code, Chapter 150). 
Teachers were rated as "exceeds expectations", "proficient", "below expectations", or 
"unsatisfactory" for each domain. The data needed to score each domain was obtained 
through announced 45-minute classroom observations, a Teacher Self-Report (TSR) form, 
and other pertinent documentation. The TSR gave teachers an opportunity to provide data 
that could be utilized in rating Domain VI and Domain VIII. According to the PDAS 
Teacher Manual the TSR "enables teachers to submit concrete examples of their best 
work, in a limited format, to their appraiser for consideration in the appraisal process" 
(Texas Education Agency, 2005). Rather than being a form where teachers could address 
any issues they so desire or submit any data they want, the TSR contains specific 
questions. The ratings for Domain VIII were based on 4 indicators: efforts to enhance 
academic performance, efforts to enhance student attendance, efforts to identify and 
assist students in at-risk situations, and campus performance rating data (TEC, Chapter 
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150). Furthermore, teachers who were involved in extra-curricular activities were 
"appraised only on the basis of classroom performance-not on performance in 
connection with extracurricular activities" (Kemerer & Walsh, 2000, pp. 162-163). 
Kemerer and Walsh (2000) explained that teachers who were evaluated as 
"unsatisfactory" in 1 or more domains or "below expectations" in 2 or more domains 
were classified as "in need of assistance" resulting in the development of an intervention 
plan (p. 163). The intervention plan included professional development activities, 
instructions on modifying teaching behaviors, and a timeline related to completion of 
such activities (TEC, 1997b ). 
The Texas PDAS required that evaluators and teachers receive training related to 
the implementation of the evaluation instrument. According to the Texas Education 
Code, teachers must be evaluated by administrators who hold a superintendent, principal, 
supervisor, or other comparable certification in order to serve as an evaluator; however, 
local school boards may approve evaluators who hold valid teaching certificates and 
possess at least 3 years of teaching experience in prekindergarten, elementary, or 
secondary schools. Evaluators must also receive 36 hours of training in instructional 
leadership and 20 hours of training in the evaluation instrument (Hazi & Rucinski, 2009). 
By the end of the 36-hour training, evaluators should be able to: 
understand the relationship between a vision of quality learning for every student 
and the requirements of Texas law for planning curriculum, appraisal, staff 
development, and accountability; create, model, and encourage a school culture 
that is learner centered and based on high expectations, collaboration, continuous 
improvement, and ethics and integrity; and establish processes in daily school 
routines that systematically support ongoing improvement in quality learning for 
every student (Region 13 ESC, 2013). 
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School districts in Texas were not obligated to adopt the PDAS to evaluate 
teachers; instead, they could develop their own system of evaluation or continue to use 
the TT AS with several modifications. Ultimately, any new evaluation systems had to 
include criteria related to discipline management procedures and student performance 
data. Additionally, any locally devised systems had to be developed by district and 
campus site-based decision-making committees, and approved, but not modified, by the 
local school board (Kemerer & Walsh, 2000, p. 162). According to Davis-Frost (2000) 
over 90% of Texas school districts indicated they would use the PDAS during the 1997-
1998 school year. 
The PDAS was under criticism when the Governor's Business Council (2006) 
issued a report that addressed several concerns regarding the educational system of Texas, 
including evaluation methods. The report stated that, "in Texas, as in other states, teacher 
evaluation is currently inadequate and insufficient. It relies more on inputs and efforts 
than on results and effectiveness" (p. 6). The council further stressed that teachers in 
need of improvement were not receiving adequate assistance and ineffective teachers 
were not being dismissed from their duties. Additionally, the council proposed that 
teacher evaluations be centered "primarily on the academic growth rates their students 
achieve over time" (p. 7). It further added that evaluation systems must take into account 
the situation of educators who teach subjects that are not evaluated by the state 
assessments. This included art, music, and physical education teachers. 
The council's report further stated that, "teachers deemed acceptable would be 
those who achieve acceptable student growth. Those with minimal growth rates, or even 
regression, would be deemed ineffective" (p. 7). Several problems arose from this 
definition of acceptable teachers. First, the council did not clearly define "acceptable 
student growth". Secondly, the council did not stipulate how student growth would be 
measured in art, music, and physical education. Standardized exams could provide a 
small glimpse of student learning in these subjects; however, it would be difficult to 
capture the complexities involved in producing a work of art or performing a piece of 
mUSIC. 
Status of Music in Schools 
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The positive effects of music instruction on the broad academic achievement of 
students have been investigated by many researchers (See for example, Barry, 1990; 
Catterall, Chapleau, & Iwanaga, 1999; Helmrich, 2008; Hodges & O'Connell, 2005); yet 
many schools have increased class time for language arts and mathematics due to 
accountability demands of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act (see Jennings & 
Rentner, 2006; McMurrer, 2007; McMurrer, 2008; Spohn, 2008), which may indicate 
that school administrators are concentrating mostly on those subject areas which are 
tested for accountability by the state agencies and overlooking the non-tested areas and 
teachers. If schools did not meet Adequate Yearly Progress, as mandated by NCLB, 
school districts faced "a series of sanctions and corrective actions" (Farmer, 2004-2005, p. 
444). Thus, a consequence of the NCLB was that administrators might end up shunning 
certain teachers and classes in favor of those that influence the fate of their school. Since 
the reported yearly progress of a school was dependent on scores attained on tests of 
mathematics and reading, teachers of these subjects sometimes became the primary focus 
of evaluators. 
Role Confusion 
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Music ensemble directors quite often encounter issues related to the inconsistency 
between their assigned duties to which they are contractually bound and those duties that 
are seen by the director as vital to the existence and success of a music program but 
which are not necessarily dictated by any contracts or administrators. Scheib (2003; 
2006a; 2006b) investigated the issues of role identity and role confusion that affect music 
ensemble directors in public schools. Scheib (2003) stated that, "the school music 
teacher also teeters between different worlds. There are those [music teachers] who 
believe the school music teacher is first and foremost a director of performing ensembles, 
while others [music teachers] believe the school music teacher should be most concerned 
with the academic pursuit of music education in the classroom" (p. 124). 
The responsibility of the "teacher" role is student learning, specifically that which 
occurs within scheduled class time. The responsibility of the "director" role is quality 
musical performances for the public, including contests that compare quality of 
performance from one school with that of another school. Performances can also occur 
outside of established school schedules, sometimes in locations other than the school 
building. As such, they are considered extra-curricular but are nevertheless considered 
primary responsibilities of music directors. The quality of such performances, along with 
contest ratings, are often considered to be indicators of teacher quality by parents, 
taxpayers and school administrators, even though these indicators of quality exist outside 
ofthe PDAS. Scheib (2006) argued that while music ensemble directors are not 
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contractually required to fulfill extra duties, such as additional rehearsals, "it is an 
expectation that their ensembles perform well" (p. 9). In order to maintain a top-notch 
performing group, directors attend to many details that may not be related to curricula or 
the teaching of music concepts. The Texas PDAS and other teacher evaluation systems 
do not provide a way to include this type of data within the evaluation of ensemble 
directors. 
Ensemble directors must also be concerned with contest ratings, although these 
ratings are not necessarily addressed in evaluation systems. Mcintyre (1990) determined 
that "ratings reflect only how an ensemble performed on a given day and may very well 
not be an accurate reflection of how much the students have learned" (p. 72). In addition, 
many variables must be taken into account when determining the usefulness of contest 
ratings, along with the fact that these variables may be beyond the control of the director. 
Beijaard, Verloop, and Vermut (2000) explained that "teachers' perceptions of 
their own professional identity affect their efficacy and professional development as well 
as their ability and willingness to cope with educational change and to implement 
innovations in their own teaching practice" (p. 750). Bernard (2005) proposed that 
identity is "constructed on multiple levels" (p. 5). Identities are always evolving and 
being reconstructed through varying experiences. Music teachers struggle between being 
performers and being music educators. These identities play a crucial role in the goals 
and expectations that a music teacher sets for a performing ensemble. 
The role confusion of ensemble directors is further exacerbated by the vague roles 
of those assigned to evaluate ensemble directors. School districts often do not delineate 
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the different levels of authority shared and divided between music administrators and 
school principals. Music ensemble directors often work in several campuses and thus 
collaborate with different administrators. At the same time districts may assign someone 
as a music administrator to oversee the district's music departments. The problem is 
further intensified due to the lack of uniformity regarding the titles and roles of music 
administrators. Some school districts have a fme arts supervisor who oversees the music, 
art, and drama programs. Other districts have a music department chair, while others 
may have a music coordinator. Sometimes these persons hold authority and sometimes 
they serve as advisors to those in authority. School districts may even place a person 
with no music or art experience to hold such a position, while at the same time fulfilling 
other district duties. Porter (1994) investigated music supervisors in Georgia and 
indicated that their roles and responsibilities are established at the local level and differ 
from district to district. In addition, those responsibilities are determined by district-level 
administrators, and at times, conflict with the priorities of the music supervisors. 
Klotrnan (1973) indicated that "the nature and function of music supervision will vary 
according to the size of the community, its goals and aspirations. It will also vary 
according to the place assigned it by the current administration" (pp. 15-16). Mills 
(1975) concurred that music supervisor positions "reflected unique or varying 
administrative organizations, educational philosophies, lines of responsibilities, degrees 
of authority, and individual method and techniques" (p. 121 ). In most cases, the person 
evaluating a teacher must hold a specific certification. As a result, a person named as 
music administrator, but lacking the necessary credentials cannot evaluate a music 
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teacher, even though that person may have the subject matter expertise and the ability to 
provide subject-specific feedback. 
Purpose Statement 
The purpose of this mixed methods study was to explore the perceptions of music 
ensemble directors in Texas secondary schools towards their performance evaluations. 
The researcher examined ensemble directors' perceptions of the purposes, procedures, 
and outcomes of the Texas Professional Development and Appraisal System (PDAS). 
Research Questions 
The specific research questions guiding this study were: 
1. What do Texas secondary music ensemble directors believe are the purposes of 
performance evaluations? 
2. What are the opinions of Texas secondary music ensemble directors towards the 
evaluation procedures used to evaluate their teaching? 
3. What are the attitudes of Texas secondary music ensemble directors towards their 
evaluation outcomes? 
Overview 
Chapter 2 
Review of Literature 
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School personnel face pressure and scrutiny from lawmakers and taxpayers to 
improve the quality of education and remain accountable to all stakeholders. One area of 
accountability is teacher performance, partly measured by teacher evaluations. These 
evaluations can provide feedback to teachers for improvement which can lead to better 
effectiveness in the classroom and ultimately to student success. This chapter examines 
the literature associated with (a) evaluation to bring about change in teaching, (b) 
evaluation feedback, (c) perception of the content knowledge of evaluators, and (d) the 
relationship of evaluators and teachers. 
Evaluation to bring about change in teaching 
One of the purposes of teacher evaluation is the improvement of instruction with 
the ultimate goal of improving student achievement (Weber, 1987; Stronge, 2006; 
Andrews 1995; Barber, 1990; Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin, and 
Bernstein, 1984b ). An initial step in the process of investigating the effectiveness of 
teacher evaluations is to determine the perceptions of both teachers and administrators 
about teacher evaluation. 
A review of multiple research studies suggests that teachers and administrators 
respond positively to the teacher evaluation process, or at least accept the process as a 
necessary trend in the move toward school improvement. In a study of Finnish teachers, 
Delvaux (20 13) found that teachers with 5 or less years of experience perceived 
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evaluations as being more valuable than teachers with more years of experience. In this 
study, the researcher investigated a sample of 1,983 teachers from 65 Flemish schools 
and collected data through the use of a questionnaire. A similar result was achieved by 
Donaldson (2012), who carried out a qualitative study of principals and teachers of one 
school district, using a smaller sample (n=92) than Delvaux (2013) had used. The 
researcher took care to obtain a sample of teachers with different years of experience, 
different subject areas, and different grade levels. Administrator views were used to 
triangulate the data obtained from teacher interviews. Teachers had a positive view of 
the evaluation system used to evaluate them but did not feel the evaluation system had 
any effect on their instructional practices. Using qualitative methods, Berson (2012) 
studied the perceptions of teachers in two Pennsylvania charter schools towards the 
methods used to evaluate their teaching. The participating teachers indicated that they 
had favorable views towards evaluations, but were not completely satisfied with the ways 
they were being evaluated. In his study, Sheppard (2013) investigated the perceptions of 
teachers and administrators from 3 schools in Georgia on the evaluation practices and 
found that both teachers and administrators were satisfied with the evaluation system 
used in their schools. Turpin (2005) investigated how the evaluation practices in one 
school district in Georgia led to an increase in instructional effectiveness from the 
perspective of the teachers in that school district. The participants were mostly satisfied 
with the evaluation practices, and they felt the feedback received from evaluations was 
useful for teachers. Edwards (2004) found that teachers exhibited a positive attitude 
towards the evaluation process. The participants in this study (n=123) were from 5 
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elementary schools in one school district. They completed the questionnaire at an 
afterschool staff meeting, leading to a self-selection process and not a random sample of 
the population being studied. There is a possibility that teachers who held a negative 
view of the evaluation system did not bother to participate in the study. 
Other researchers found that teachers did not have a favorable opinion about 
teacher evaluations or the procedures used to evaluate them. Robles (2007) reported that 
teachers serving as his subjects felt evaluations were a " ... meaningless dog and pony 
show" (p. 220) and were ineffective in measuring teacher effectiveness. For this study, 
Robles conducted interviews with 14 veteran teachers in one California elementary 
public school with ten or more years of experience teaching to examine their views 
toward evaluations and to study the ways in which they wish to be evaluated. According 
to Robles, there is a possibility that the negative views that these participants held 
towards evaluations could be attributed to many other factors, including teacher burnout, 
experience with other evaluation systems, and negative relationships with their evaluators. 
The participants in Wormmeester (2005) were also dissatisfied with the evaluation 
system used to evaluate their teaching, with participants in the secondary level being 
more dissatisfied than teachers in the elementary level. Wormmeester (2005) used an 
online survey to obtain information from California public school teachers and 
administrators. Teachers in the secondary level face more pressures than those in the 
elementary level. The possibility also exists that administrators at the secondary level 
have to deal with many more varied and time-consuming tasks than elementary level 
administrators, leaving them less time and energy to perform the tasks necessitated in the 
evaluation system. These stresses for administrators could lead to an evaluation system 
that loses its purpose of improving teaching and student performance. 
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Several studies also led researchers to conclude that while evaluation systems 
may have been designed with the best of intentions, the manner in which the evaluations 
were carried out did not match those intentions. The majority of the participants in 
Robinson (2009) stated that the purpose of teacher evaluation was to serve as an 
inspection tool, even though the Texas Education Agency indicated that the purpose of 
Professional Development and Appraisal System (PDAS) was to "improve student 
performance through the professional development ofteachers" (TEA, 2005). Robinson 
(2009) explored the perceptions of Texas principals as they relate to the PDAS, which is 
the teacher evaluation system used in Texas since 1997. The findings of Robinson (2009) 
indicated a disconnect between the purposes of teacher evaluation systems and the 
perceptions and practices of evaluators. 
Perceptions of evaluation systems are influenced by participants' understanding 
of the purpose for evaluation. Therefore it is important to examine what teachers and 
administrators perceive to be the purpose for evaluating teachers. Using quantitative 
methods, Fisicaro (20 1 0) studied the perceptions of principals in New Jersey towards 
various characteristics of teacher evaluation. Participants across the state agreed that the 
purpose of teacher evaluation was to promote teacher growth. A similar attitude was 
discovered by Cavness (2004) who conducted a study of the perceptions of Texas public 
school teachers and campus administrators towards the Texas Professional Development 
and Appraisal System (PDAS). Cavness (2004) found that both teachers and 
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administrators perceived the evaluation system, specifically the Texas PDAS, as 
contributing to the improvement of teacher and student performance. Davis-Frost (2000) 
examined the perceptions of elementary and secondary teachers in 3 Texas school 
districts towards the Texas Professional Development and Appraisal System (PDAS) and 
its effects on instructional practices. The participants felt that the PDAS had a positive 
effect on their instruction. 
Goldrick (2002) theorized that teacher evaluations do not help to improve 
teaching practices or instruction. Several researchers discovered that teachers and 
administrators did not view evaluations as having a positive effect on teaching. In a case 
study, Miranda (2006) explored the state of teacher evaluations in a California high 
school and its effect on teachers. Analysis of the data indicated that participants did not 
feel the evaluation procedures had any effect on teacher instructional practices. In a 
study of elementary and secondary teachers in two states, Zepeda and Ponticell (1998) 
found that evaluations were perceived as "a shallow and hollow ritual in which neither 
teacher nor supervisor was invested and from which nothing meaningful or useful 
resulted" (p. 79). Using a mixed methods approach in a California high school, Zarro 
(2005) investigated the impact ofteacher evaluations on teacher practices. The 
participants felt that the evaluation procedures needed to be changed to have a significant 
impact on teacher practices. 
In examining the applicability of evaluation procedures to music teachers, 
Maranzano (2002) found that music teachers were not content with the usefulness of the 
evaluation systems. Maranzano (2002) explored the use of evaluation procedures for 
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music teachers in Virginia and the perceptions of those teachers regarding the relevance 
of the evaluation methods to their teaching situations. When asked about the applicability 
of evaluations to music teachers, most respondents (82.6%) indicated that the instrument 
was of little or moderate value for them. Two years earlier, Maranzano (2000) had 
theorized that "traditional methods for the evaluation of teachers appear to have limited 
applicability for the majority of elementary and secondary school educators engaged in 
the field of fme and performing arts, due primarily to the specialized nature of their 
respective teaching disciplines" (p. 267). Taebel (1990) used multiple sources of data, 
including the perspectives of teachers and principals in Alabama and data from the 
Georgia State University Teacher Evaluation project, to compare the performance of 
music teachers and other teachers on 10 competencies related to teaching. Taebel found 
that the classroom competencies used to evaluate general education teachers were not 
useful for evaluating music teachers. 
The evaluation of teachers has received increased emphasis in recent years and I 
reviewed research to determine the degree to which such evaluations are viewed by 
teachers and administrators. No empirical research was found that examined perceptions 
on a national scale. Even those studies that claimed to examine data from a single state 
were based on very small samples. Caution must be exercised when drawing any 
conclusions from existing research. 
Grant requirements associated with the federal initiative known as Race to the 
Top and waivers ofNo Child Left Behind federal requirements have increased the 
amount of dialogue related to teacher evaluation at the state and federal level. According 
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to the No Child Left Behind law, 100% of students were required to be proficient in 
reading and mathematics based on the scores of state examinations by the 2013-2014 
school year. States that did not meet these requirements were in danger of not qualifying 
for federal funding. In order to qualify for continued federal funding, state education 
agencies were required to request waivers to the United States Department of Education. 
These waivers were granted to states that made changes to their educational strategies. 
One of these changes included the implementation of teacher evaluation systems that 
were tied to individual student scores (McNeil, 2013). Similarly, the Race to the Top 
initiative provided competitive grants to states for "creating the conditions for education 
innovation and reform" (U.S. Dept. of Education, 2009). Included among these 
conditions was the implementation of teacher evaluation systems that tied evaluation 
scores to student achievement scores in state assessments (U.S. Dept. of Education, 2009). 
Teachers and administrators acknowledge the importance of teacher evaluations. 
In general, it may be concluded that administrators and teachers accept the need for 
teacher evaluation and are at least somewhat satisfied with the processes used for such 
evaluations. Administrators tend to view teacher evaluation as a means to improve 
instruction while teachers are less convinced that it accomplishes that goal. A few studies 
reported that teachers perceive little relationship between the evaluation process and their 
instructional practices. Some teachers consider evaluations as a means for administrators 
to exert control over the instructional staff. 
The vast majority of the research on teacher evaluation considered teachers as a 
singular population. A few studies distinguished those teaching in elementary school 
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from those teaching in secondary schools. One study compared teachers with differing 
years of experience. The two studies that were located examining music teacher 
perceptions of the evaluation process found that music teachers did not view evaluations 
as contributing much to the improvement of their instructional practices. 
The current study will examine the perceptions of music teachers in secondary 
schools in Texas to determine the degree to which they are satisfied with the PDAS 
system for evaluation and the degree to which it contributes to the improvement of their 
teaching. 
Feedback from evaluations 
A critical part of the teacher evaluation process is the feedback that is given to 
individual teachers, and that is typically based on observations of their performance in the 
classroom by an administrator. The ultimate purpose of such feedback is to improve the 
instruction provided by the teacher. Oliva et al (2009) theorized that "consistent feedback 
on classroom instruction can be enormously empowering to new and veterans teachers 
alike" (p. 17). Goldrick (2002) suggested that teacher evaluation should "improve 
teaching practice by providing constructive feedback to teachers" (p. 4). Similarly, 
Goldrick (2002) proposed that feedback be constructive in that it needs to lead to a 
positive change for the recipient. Kinicki, Prussia, Wu, and McKee-Ryan (2004) 
investigated, through empirical research, how individuals who worked in the banking 
industry reacted to performance feedback. They found that for feedback to actuate 
improvement, the feedback must be perceived as useful by the persons being provided 
with the feedback. Frase and Streshly ( 1994) stated that there existed a lack of 
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meaningful feedback in teacher evaluations. Studies investigating the nature of feedback 
provided to teachers as a part of the evaluation process and their reactions to such 
feedback were reviewed. 
Kellermeyer (2009) studied the personal beliefs and job satisfaction of Illinois 
elementary music teachers and found that music teachers appreciated the feedback 
received from their principals, which in turn led to job satisfaction even if the feedback 
was not part of the formal evaluation process. Walsh (2013) investigated the relationship 
between teacher job satisfaction and the teacher evaluation process in one Massachusetts 
public school district. The participants in the Walsh study stated the feedback provided to 
them was generic and not provided within an adequate time frame. Campbell (20 13) 
found that teachers were most likely to implement suggestions if feedback was received 
immediately after a classroom observation. The Campbell study included ten 
administrators and thirty-seven teachers from one Massachusetts school district that 
instituted an evaluation program consisting of mini-observations. Data was gathered 
through interviews, observations, and responses to a written survey. Three teachers and 
three administrators were chosen for in-depth interviews. The participants in Berson 
(20 12) concurred with the importance of providing feedback within a reasonable 
timeframe. They felt that the evaluation process used to evaluate them could be 
strengthened by the addition of constructive feedback delivered in a timely manner. In an 
empirical study of principals and teachers' perceptions of teacher evaluations in a Texas 
public school district, Kennedy (20 12) found that teachers welcomed immediate feedback 
to help them improve their teaching abilities and that principals felt feedback was 
important. The principals in Fisicaro (20 1 0) affirmed that teachers should receive 
frequent feedback as part of the evaluation process. While these studies validated the 
importance of consistent, frequent, and constructive feedback, other researchers 
discovered that teachers did not feel feedback led to any positive changes in teaching 
practices. Donaldson's (2012) subjects did not feel that the feedback they received had 
any impact on their instructional effectiveness. Robles (2007) likewise reported that 
subjects in his study did not believe that feedback received had any impact on their 
teaching. Yet, other studies lent credibility to the importance of feedback to improve 
teaching abilities. 
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Goddard (2004) investigated the perception of principals and elementary music 
teachers in Canadian school divisions through the use of surveys and interviews. The 
teachers indicated slight support towards the usefulness of feedback and welcomed 
suggestions of improvement from evaluators. Zimmerman and Deckert-Pelton (2003) 
recruited participants (n=86) from persons enrolled in an educational leadership graduate 
program at the University of West Florida. The participants, all employed as K-12 
educators, indicated that they valued constructive feedback from their evaluators. Since 
the participants were enrolled in courses leading to a degree in educational leadership, it 
could be that, as future school leaders, their perceptions were skewed towards the more 
positive aspects of teacher evaluations. Yet, the results of Zimmerman and Deckert-
Pelton are compatible with the findings of Morelock (2008) who used a case study design 
to explore the teacher evaluation procedures used at two California charter schools. 
Morelock's participants, consisting of teachers and principals, pointed out that the 
feedback generated from evaluations led teachers to change their instructional practices 
"to better meet the needs ofthe students" (p. 115). In a study of Cincinnati public 
schools, Heneman & Milanowski (2003) found teachers changed instructional practices 
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in response to feedback from evaluations. Ovando (2005) carried out a study of27 
individuals enrolled in a graduate program leading to a degree in educational 
administration, and all participants were either current teachers or administrators in Texas. 
The participants conducted walk-through observations and provided teachers with 
constructive feedback. The participants indicated that the teachers responded positively 
to the written constructive feedback. 
Research reviewed here suggests that teachers and administrators generally held a 
positive view towards the feedback that came about as a result of teacher evaluations. 
They mostly understood that feedback could be used effectively to modify teaching 
practices. Theorists and researchers produced data to indicate that, while teachers and 
administrators recognized the importance of feedback, the feedback generated through 
classroom observations needed to be delivered consistently and within a reasonable 
amount of time. Furthermore, for the feedback to be effective, it should be constructive 
and perceived as possessing a functional use for the teachers. While these studies relied 
on the opinions of general teachers and administrators, only 2 studies were located that 
included the perceptions of music teachers towards the feedback that was provided to 
them by administrators. The present study will collect data on the perceptions of music 
ensemble directors about the usefulness of feedback received from evaluations and the 
impact it may have on their teaching effectiveness. 
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Perceptions of the content knowledge of evaluators 
Most teacher evaluations are carried out by school administrators. In order for 
evaluators to provide effective and valuable feedback, it would seem that they should 
have an understanding of both pedagogical process and the content they are observing, 
thus adding authority to the evaluation system and to the feedback generated through its 
use. The evaluator needs to have the experience and training necessary to apply the 
evaluation criteria in the various subject areas. In order to help teachers improve their 
teaching, evaluation systems must make use of subject-specific content experts (Shulman 
1986; Shulman 1987; Taebel 1992). This would provide more accurate and useful 
feedback for teachers. 
Relying on a review of various studies, Hill and Grossman (2013) concurred with 
this idea. However, they maintain that certain elements of teaching, such as classroom 
management behaviors, student motivation, and safe learning climates, do not require a 
person with content expertise to provide useful feedback. These assertions establish a 
conflict of opinions regarding the expertise of evaluators. It seems that the model 
evaluator must possess subject-specific content knowledge blended with the 
fundamentals of teaching and classroom management. This issue was raised by Hirokawa 
(20 13) in an investigation of the differences in the ways persons with varying levels of 
music background and observation techniques evaluate music teachers in Pennsylvania. 
The researcher found that evaluators who possessed musical training paid more attention 
to details that are specific to music teaching; yet, it was found that a background in music 
did not affect the overall scores assigned as part of a teacher evaluation. Hirokawa 
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concluded that, based on the data, persons with both administrative and musical training 
are able to better evaluate music teachers. Zimmerman and Deckert-Pelton (2003) 
reached a similar conclusion on the basis of their data, which revealed that participants 
perceived evaluators to be competent when they possessed pedagogical experience and 
content-specific knowledge in subject areas they evaluated. A similar point of view was 
discovered by Goddard (2004). The participants felt that non-musically trained experts 
could evaluate music teachers but recommended the use of music consultants to assist 
evaluators who lacked knowledge and experience in music teaching. 
Benson (200 1) reached different conclusions in an empirical study that sought to 
reveal the perspectives of teachers and those persons charged with the task of supervising 
them. In this qualitative study, Benson carried out interviews with 9 teachers and 4 
administrators from 3 school districts in Oklahoma. The data indicated that teachers were 
dissatisfied with the process of evaluation for several reasons. The participant responses 
indicated a strong inclination towards being evaluated by someone who was familiar with 
and had experience in their content subject area. Beaver (2002) also employed a 
qualitative method to explore the perspectives of middle school fine arts teachers with 
regards to their experiences with evaluation procedures. Unlike Benson (200 1 ), Beaver 
(2002) did not include the perspectives of administrators but did focus exclusively on fine 
arts teachers. The participants in the Beaver study were selected from a large, suburban 
school district in Georgia. Beaver discovered that the participants felt fine arts teachers 
would be better served by being evaluated by someone with a background in the fine arts. 
This view was further reported by other researchers. Robles (2007) found that the 
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participants in his study believed that for evaluators to be effective, they would need to be 
competent in the subject areas they evaluated. Milanowski and Heneman (2001) 
investigated the perspective of teachers towards a pilot implementation of an evaluation 
system. The participants were teachers and administrators in a medium-sized Midwestern 
school district. The researchers found that teachers expressed dissatisfaction with 
evaluators who lacked knowledge of the subject area being observed. Nowacek (2008) 
carried out a qualitative investigation of the perceptions of Virginia theatre arts teachers 
(n=8) with an extensive experience in being evaluated and the administrators (n=8) who 
evaluate them. The participants indicated that an evaluator with experience in the 
performing arts would be more effective in evaluating performing arts teachers than 
someone who lacked that type of experience. Nowacek concluded that the lack of 
content knowledge and content-specific pedagogical knowledge diminished the value that 
teachers attached to the evaluation process. The participants in Maranzano (2002) were 
also dissatisfied with the expertise of their evaluators and felt that their evaluations could 
be improved by enhancing the music knowledge of their evaluators. 
The research reviewed indicates that teachers believe that for their evaluators to 
be effective and credible, the evaluators must possess knowledge about the subject being 
taught and observed. Research data also seems to indicate that in addition to content-
specific knowledge, evaluators also must possess knowledge of the pedagogical aspects 
of teaching. Some research shows that persons with content knowledge could collaborate 
with general evaluators to enhance their perceptions of the area and teachers being 
evaluated. While 4 studies were examined that involved music teachers, none of them 
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involved music teachers in Texas and their perceptions of their evaluators. It is not 
known whether or not these music teachers taught in general music classrooms, or 
whether they taught in the elementary or secondary levels exclusively. The current study 
will investigate how Texas secondary level music ensemble directors feel towards their 
evaluators. 
Relationships of evaluators and teachers 
If the purpose of teacher evaluations is to provide appropriate feedback that will 
bring about a change in teaching practices, there needs to be a sense of trust and 
professionalism among the persons involved in the evaluation process. School leaders are 
an important component in the process of effecting change. Yet, for school leaders to 
bring about change, they must focus on building trust (Davis et al 2002; Edgerson and 
Kritsonis 2006; Louis 2007; Bryk and Schneider 2004). It would seem that the 
relationship between evaluators and teachers would be an important element of the 
evaluation process. 
Based on data from an empirical mixed methods study of the role of principals in 
sustaining professional learning communities in elementary schools, Teague (2012) 
concluded that the relationships that principals create with teachers are crucial in 
supporting initiatives in schools. Kellermeyer (2009) found that the job satisfaction 
portrayed by the participants was attributed to the relationships the music teachers had 
with their principals. A slight majority of the participants felt they received adequate 
support from their principals. In a study to investigate the relationships between teacher 
empowerment and trust in the principal, Moye et al (2005) found that high levels of trust 
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between principals and teachers led teachers to feel more empowered. Teachers also felt 
that the trust had a positive influence on their work environment. This quantitative study 
involved elementary teachers in an urban school district in the United States. Youngs 
and King (2002) carried out a qualitative study of elementary schools to determine the 
ways in which principal leadership actions affected teachers, the professional community 
and the school program. They determined that trust between principals and teachers can 
improve teacher quality. Forsyth, Barnes, and Adams (2006) sought to inquire about the 
importance of trust in achieving desirable outcomes in schools. They discovered that the 
trust between principals and teachers can have a positive effect on student achievement 
and school culture. 
Sutton (2008) employed qualitative techniques to gather data about the perception 
of teachers and administrators regarding the process used to evaluate their teaching. Both 
sets of participant populations indicated that relationship building was a crucial part of a 
teacher evaluation system. The participants further indicated that relationships are built 
through observation conferences, sharing feedback, classroom visits, and conversations. 
Zimmerman and Deckert-Pelton's (2003) participants indicated that they had "a deep 
desire for a constructive and collaborative relationship with their principals regarding 
their professional evaluation" (p. 32). Several participants in Goddard (2004) indicated 
that trust was an important component of evaluations. Rizzo (2004) examined the 
perceptions of teachers (n=345) and administrators (n=58) in Massachusetts and found 
that participants felt evaluations should include "a trusting and open relationship between 
the teacher and supervisor" (p. 129). 
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Moye et al (2005) explored the relationships between teacher empowerment and 
the level of trust in a principal. The survey instrument, developed by the researchers, 
gathered data from elementary school teachers in a single school district. Moye et al 
found that teachers who felt empowered had higher levels of trust in their principals. In 
an examination of literature related to trust and relationships, Smith (2012) suggested that 
teachers felt more empowered when they perceived that they were trusted by their 
principals. Smith also proposed that the trust between teachers and principals has a 
positive impact on teacher quality. Healey (2011) carried out an empirical study 
involving a sample of new principals (n= 17) in Chicago. The data collected from two 
semi-structured interviews indicated that the participants valued the importance of 
establishing and cultivating relationships with teachers in order to influence their 
instructional practices. 
The research reviewed indicates that relationships built on trust are important 
components of evaluation systems and teacher improvement. Some of the studies reveal 
that trust between teachers and principals give teachers a sense of empowerment that can 
then be translated into being more receptive to receiving and applying feedback. Several 
studies also indicated that relationship building is an important component of teacher 
evaluation. These relationships and sense of trust may result in improved teaching 
abilities and student achievement in the classroom. The current literature lacks an 
examination of trust and relationships between music teachers and their evaluators to 
determine how these issues affect teacher evaluation procedures and outcomes. The 
current study will explore how music ensemble directors in Texas perceive the 
relationships between them and their evaluators. 
Summary 
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Literature reviewed indicates that teachers and administrators accept teacher 
evaluation as a necessary part oftoday's educational landscape and many view such 
evaluations as a route to increased teacher effectiveness. Research findings suggest that 
teachers expect and value feedback from evaluations and find such feedback most 
valuable when it is constructive and provided soon after the evaluation observation is 
made. Research reported on-going concern on the part of teachers about the content 
knowledge of administrators who evaluate them, although there was no data to support 
the basis for those concerns. The importance of relationships built on trust between 
teachers and administrators was reported to be an important basis for effective systems of 
teacher evaluation. Although teacher evaluation is a topic of interest to researchers, 
relatively little research has focus specifically on the evaluation of music teachers. The 
current study will examine the perceptions of ensemble directors in secondary schools of 
Texas on the topics reviewed in this chapter. 
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Chapter Three 
Design and Methodology 
Purpose Statement 
The purpose of this descriptive study was to explore the perceptions of music 
ensemble directors in Texas secondary schools towards their performance evaluations. 
The researcher examined ensemble directors' perceptions of the purposes, procedures, 
and outcomes of the Texas Professional Development and Appraisal System (PDAS). 
Research Questions 
The specific research questions guiding this study were: 
1. What do Texas secondary music ensemble directors believe are the purposes of 
performance evaluations? 
2. What are the opinions of Texas secondary music ensemble directors towards the 
evaluation procedures used to evaluate their teaching? 
3. What are the attitudes of Texas secondary music ensemble directors towards their 
evaluation outcomes? 
Rationale for Using a Mixed Methods Approach 
A mixed methods research design entails the use of both quantitative and 
qualitative procedures to collect and analyze data, ultimately leading to the understanding 
of a research problem (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) 
define mixed methods research as a: 
research design with philosophical assumptions as well as methods of inquiry. As 
a methodology, it involves philosophical assumptions that guide the direction of 
the collection and analysis of data and the mixture of qualitative and quantitative 
approaches in many phases in the research process. As a method, it focuses on 
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collecting, analyzing, and mixing both quantitative and qualitative data in a single 
study or series of studies. Its central premise is that the use of quantitative and 
qualitative approaches in combination provides a better understanding of research 
problems than either approach alone (p. 5). 
The researcher believes that teaching and teacher evaluation are complex 
phenomena and any examination of them requires awareness of a variety of human 
perspectives and realities. Any discussion of those issues should also explore the 
viewpoints ofthe stakeholders who are most directly influenced. Johnson and 
Onwuegbuzie (2004) proposed that "in some situations the qualitative approach will be 
more appropriate; in other situations the quantitative approach will be more appropriate. 
In many situations, researchers can put together insights and procedures from both 
approaches to produce a superior product" (p. 17). Greene, Caracelli, and Graham (1989) 
confirmed that the "use of only one method to assess a given phenomenon will inevitably 
yield biased and limited results. However, when two or more methods that have 
offsetting biases are used to assess a given phenomenon, and the results of these methods 
converge or corroborate one another, then the validity of inquiry findings is enhanced" (p. 
256). 
History of Mixed Methods Research 
According to Creswell and Plano Clark (2007), presenting a brief history of 
mixed methods research is important because it "hefps in defending this design to faculty 
and editors, highlights lingering debates and issues, and provides a philosophical 
foundation for using this design" (p. 13). The history of mixed methods research can be 
divided into four periods and may be traced back to the middle of the 20th century. 
Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) marked these periods as: the Formative Period, the 
Paradigm Debate Period, the Procedural Development Period, and the Advocacy as 
Separate Design Period. 
The Formative period is marked by the works of Campbell and Fiske (1959), 
Sieber (1973), Jick (1979), and Cook and Reichardt (1979). Campbell and Fiske (1959) 
employed the use of two methods to collect and assess data, using the term "multiple 
operationalism" to describe this process. Jick (1979) advocated the combination of 
qualitative and quantitative methods for the purpose of triangulating data, allowing the 
research to "capture a more complete, holistic, and contextual portrayal of the unit(s) 
under study" (p. 603). 
The Paradigm Debate period was ongoing and strongly active since the 1980s 
(Cameron, 2009; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). Arguments for and against mixed 
methods research were advanced during this period by Rossman & Wilson (1985), 
Bryman (1988), Reichardt and Rallis (1994 ), and Greene and Caracelli (1997). Purists 
insisted that methodologies should not be mixed, but rather should exist as separate 
entities; however, pragmatists encouraged the mixing of methods. Quantitative purists 
contended that researchers are to "eliminate their biases, remain emotionally detached 
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and uninvolved with the objects of study, and test or empirically justify their stated 
hypotheses" (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 14). Those who advocated the use of 
qualitative methods argued that research should be "based on a constructivist world view" 
(Waysman & Savaya, 1997, p. 227). They argued for subjectivity rather than objectivity. 
Yet while quantitative purists argued for detachment and objectivity, much of their 
research involved human (subjective) interactions and decisions. Quantitative 
researchers use subjectivity when choosing data collection methods and while 
interpreting data (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). 
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During the Procedural Development period in the late 1980s, attention focused on 
the steps necessary to design a mixed methods research study. Brewer and Hunter (1989) 
proposed that a multi-method approach can be used to overcome the limitations of the 
individual methods. Greene, Caracelli, and Graham (1989) examined 57 examples of 
mixed methods research and developed a set of five purposes for using mixed methods: 
triangulation, complementarity, development, initiation, and expansion. 
The Advocacy as Separate Design period was led by the works of Tashakkori & 
Teddlie (2003), Creswell (2003), and Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004). The Handbook 
of Mixed Methods in Social and Behavioral Research by Tashakkori and Teddlie (2003) 
dealt with "controversies, methodological issues, applications in different discipline 
fields, and future directions" of mixed methods research (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007, 
p. 16). Creswell (2003) included mixed methods as a third alternative to quantitative and 
qualitative approaches. Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) sought to "position mixed 
methods research ... as the natural complement to traditional qualitative and quantitative 
research" (p. 14 ). 
Advantages of a Mixed Methods Design 
Studies involving a mixed methods approach hold several advantages over those 
that employ a single approach. By mixing quantitative and qualitative approaches, the 
researcher is compensating for the weaknesses of each methodology. Quantitative 
studies do not allow for the understanding of the natural settings and environments of 
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people and their situations (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). Creswell and Plano Clark 
(2007) also added that "the voices of participants are not directly heard in quantitative 
research" (p. 9). Moreover, qualitative research does not lend itself to the generalization 
of findings due to the limited number of participants involved in the study. Creswell and 
Plano Clark (2007) explained that "the combination of both approaches can offset the 
weaknesses of either approach used by itself' (p. 9). 
Challenges for the Researcher 
Mixed methods research can be quite laborious for the researcher who must 
possess a strong background of both quantitative and qualitative methodologies. In 
addition, the data collection and analyses that are involved in mixed methods research 
may be quite time-consuming (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Creswell, 2009). 
Design 
This study reflects a sequential explanatory mixed methods approach with a 
development purpose. Greene, Caracelli, and Graham (1989) explained that in a 
development purpose, "one method is implemented first, and the results are used to help 
select the sample, develop the instrument, or inform the analysis for the other method" (p. 
267). In this study the results ofthe quantitative phase aided in the selection of the 
qualitative participants. The response from the questionnaire in the first phase also 
greatly influenced the interview protocol. The reason for adopting a mixed methods 
approach in this study was to "explain in more detail through qualitative research the 
initial quantitative statistical results" (Creswell, 2008, p. 562). 
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Creswell (2008) recommended the use of a diagram to show the processes 
involved in a mixed methods study. Creswell stated that, "by including this visualization, 
the researcher helps readers identify the sequence of data collection, an important aid 
when collecting multiple forms of data" (p. 567). The data collection and analysis 
processes involved in this study are shown in Figure 1. 
QUAN 
Data 
Collection 
QUAN 
--+Data 
Analysis 
QUAN 
qual qual 
--+ Data --+ Data 
Collection Analysis 
qual 
Figure 1. Creswell's (2009) Sequential Explanatory Design 
Interpretation of 
Entire Analysis 
Creswell (2009) proposed 6 mixed methods strategies: sequential 
explanatory, sequential exploratory, sequential transformative, concurrent triangulation, 
concurrent embedded, and concurrent transformative. The researcher employed a 
sequential explanatory strategy in this study. This type of design "is characterized by the 
collection and analysis of quantitative data in a first phase of research followed by the 
collection and analysis of qualitative data in a second phase that builds on the results of 
the initial quantitative results" (Creswell, 2009, p. 211). This design guided the structure 
of this report. 
Ethical Safeguards 
Privacy and confidentiality of participants are of paramount importance when 
conducting research. Researchers must safeguard against "the potential harm that 
participants may experience because of research" (Creswell, 2008, p. 157). Anonymity 
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of the participants was maintained throughout the study, and the participants were not 
subjected to any treatments. Additionally, participants signed an Informed Consent Form 
in order to acknowledge the protection of their rights throughout the research process. 
This study was approved by Boston University's Institutional Review Board. 
Quantitative Methodology 
In the quantitative phase of this study the researcher obtained data from a sample 
(n = 450) of Texas secondary music ensemble directors to ascertain their perceptions of 
the purposes, procedures, and outcomes of their teaching evaluations. This was 
accomplished through the use of survey methods. According to Creswell (2008), 
"surveys help identify important beliefs and attitudes of individuals" (p. 388). 
Quantitative Population 
The survey population for this study was secondary level music ensemble 
directors from the state of Texas who were members ofthe Texas Music Educators 
Association (TMEA) (N=9265). For the purpose of this study, secondary ensemble 
directors were teachers whose responsibilities included teaching an ensemble class (band, 
choir, jazz, mariachi and orchestra) in Texas junior high, middle, and high schools. 
Quantitative Sampling Method 
TMEA membership lists were acquired from TMEA. This study utilized a 
stratified random sampling method in order to ensure that the views of any one subset did 
not dominate the study. According to Creswell (2008), stratification "ensures that the 
stratum desired will be represented in the sample in proportion to that existence in the 
population" (p. 154). TMEA membership was divided into 5 divisions: band, vocal, 
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orchestra, elementary, and college. Subsets for this study consisted of members from the 
band, vocal, and orchestra divisions. 
Microsoft Office Excel (Microsoft Corporation, 2007) was utilized to randomly 
select participants from the alphabetized lists for each subset. The alphabetized lists of 
each subset were converted into Microsoft Excel worksheets and assigned a random 
number by the program. One column included the names of the individuals in the 
population. In the second column, the command of "=RAND()" was pasted. This 
produced a random number between 0 and 1 for each entry. Following this procedure, 
the columns were sorted in numerical order. This procedure was proposed by Trochim 
(2006). 
The sample size (n=450) was determined by referencing a table of recommended 
sample sizes (Orcher, 2005). The total population for the TMEA band division was 5,394 
(58% of the TMEA membership), while the TMEA vocal division stood at 2,826 (31 %), 
and the TMEA orchestra division at 1,045 (11 %). The stratified sample population 
(n=450) included 260 members from the band division, 140 members from the vocal 
division, and 50 members from the orchestra division. 
Quantitative Data Collection 
Dillman's (2000) Tailored Design Method was used as a guide for developing and 
implementing the questionnaire. The questionnaire (see Appendix A) was developed by 
the researcher. The questionnaire included items that asked participants to state their 
agreement with various statements using a Likert-type scale that included the following: 
strongly disagree, disagree, no opinion, agree, and strongly agree. It also included several 
open-ended questions. The questionnaire items were based on the review of literature 
and questionnaires used in previous studies as well as my own personal analysis of the 
PDAS and discussions with Texas music educators. 
Quantitative Questionnaire 
The following questions determined demographic information: 
Which of the following TMEA divisions best describes your primary 
teaching responsibility? 
Which of the following best describes the primary campus to which you 
are assigned to teach? 
Are you currently responsible for evaluating music ensemble directors? 
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Including this year, how many years have you been teaching public school 
music? 
Does your school district use the Texas PDAS (Professional Development 
and Appraisal System) to evaluate your teaching? 
The following items were placed on the questionnaire to obtain data to answer 
research question #1: "What do Texas secondary music ensemble directors believe are 
the purposes of performance evaluations?" 
In your opinion, what are the purposes of evaluating teachers? (Open-
ended question) 
Teacher evaluations contribute to student achievement gains in the music 
classroom. 
The following items were placed on the questionnaire to obtain data to answer 
research question #2: "What are the perceptions of Texas secondary music ensemble 
directors towards the evaluation procedures used to evaluate their teaching?" 
I am satisfied with the evaluation system used to evaluate my teaching. 
My evaluator is qualified to evaluate my teaching. 
Classroom observations provide important data that can be used to 
properly evaluate music ensemble directors. 
Student assessment scores provide important data that can be used to 
properly evaluate music ensemble directors. 
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The PDAS Teacher Self-Report provides important data that can be used 
to properly evaluate music ensemble directors. 
The Texas Professional Development and Appraisal System (PDAS) 
evaluation instrument is based on several sources. Please list any sources 
of data that you feel should be included to properly evaluate music 
teachers. (Open-ended question) 
Would you like to see changes in the ways your teaching is evaluated? If 
so, please indicate what changes you would like to see. (Open-ended 
question) 
The following items were placed on the questionnaire to obtain data to answer 
research question #3: "What are the attitudes of Texas secondary music ensemble 
directors towards their evaluation outcomes?" 
The evaluation feedback I receive on my teaching abilities has led me to 
change my teaching. 
My evaluation results contribute to my professional growth. 
The questionnaire also included a section in which the respondents were asked if 
they would be willing to participate in additional interviews related to the study. 
Respondents who agreed to participate in additional interviews were directed to another 
page in which they could provide their contact information. 
The participants received an email message with a link directing them to the 
online questionnaire hosted by SurveyMonkey. In order to achieve an acceptable 
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response rate, a five-contact system was implemented. The first contact consisted of a 
Pre Notice Email to inform the participants that they would be receiving a questionnaire 
and to make them aware of the purpose for the questionnaire (see Appendix B). The 
second contact involved sending an email with a link to the questionnaire 3 days after the 
initial notification letter. This email message included a cover letter in the body of the 
message (see Appendix C). 
An email reminder was sent a week after the second contact (see Appendix D). 
According to Dillman (2000), "follow-up is written not to overcome resistance but rather 
to jog memories and rearrange priorities" (p. 179). Participants who had not yet 
responded received an additional email follow-up message four weeks after the first 
questionnaire for increased clarity (see Appendix E). If members ofthe subject pool had 
not responded by the end of the fifth week, they received a telephone call requesting their 
participation (see Appendix F). There were no further attempts to secure participation 
from the subject pool. 
Content validity was established through a review by 3 experienced Texas music 
educators who had earned master's degrees and had an understanding of research 
techniques. Dillman (2000) stated that, "people need to be consulted who can identify 
with respondents and determine how likely it is that each of the questions can or will be 
answered" (p. 141 ). Retrospective interviews with these expert reviewers helped 
determine if the survey instrument accurately assessed what it intended to measure. 
Dillman (2000) acknowledged that retrospective interviews "are quite effective in 
identifying problems with self-administered questionnaires" (p. 142). These types of 
interviews required the expert reviewers to answer the sample questionnaire in the 
presence of the researcher. The researcher watched the expert reviewer, noting any 
behavioral cues that may indicate confusion. The reviewer was then asked about any 
problems associated with answering the questionnaire (Dillman, 2000). The original 
questionnaire was accepted with no revisions based on these retrospective interviews. 
The researcher felt comfortable enough with the feedback received from the 3 expert 
reviewers to proceed with the implementation of the questionnaire. 
Quantitative Data Analysis 
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Data analysis in mixed methods research is concerned with combining, 
connecting, and integrating quantitative and qualitative data analysis strategies (Teddlie 
& Tashakkori, 2009, p. 263). The most appropriate analysis approach for this study was 
the parallel mixed analysis strategy in which the quantitative data was analyzed using 
descriptive statistics and the qualitative data underwent a thematic analysis. According to 
Teddlie & Tashakkori (2009), "although the two sets of analyses are independent, each 
provides an understanding ofthe phenomenon under investigation" (p. 266). 
Quantitative data was analyzed using descriptive statistical methods to 
"understand the data, detect pattern relationships, and better communicate the results" 
(Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009, p. 258). The data collected through open-ended questions 
in the questionnaire was analyzed for recurring themes and converted into quantitative 
data. The data analysis function of Survey Monkey was used to manage and analyze the 
data. The researcher reported the analyses in the form of frequencies and percentages 
since the data being collected was ordinal. 
Qualitative Methodology 
The qualitative phase of this study involved a purposive sample defined by the 
responses from the quantitative phase. The researcher conducted interviews with 
individual participants in order to obtain richer and more in-depth data about their 
perceptions of teaching evaluations. 
Qualitative Participant Selection 
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The participants (n = 6) were purposively chosen based on two indicators. First, 
the participants indicated in the quantitative questionnaire that they agreed to participate 
in the interview process. Secondly, participants for this pool were chosen if they 
indicated that the PDAS was used to evaluate them. The researcher originally attempted 
to choose 2 participants from each of the 3 TMEA divisions (band, choir, orchestra) used 
in the quantitative phase; however, due to the lack of positive responses, the final subsets 
included 3 participants from the choir division, 2 from the band division, and 1 from the 
orchestra division. These participants were contacted by telephone (see Appendix G). 
The researcher explained the purpose of the research, how and why the participant was 
chosen, and the process associated with this research. After the participants agreed to 
take part in the study, the researcher set up the date and time for the interviews. A total of 
45 minutes was set aside for each telephone interview. 
Qualitative Data Collection 
Data for the qualitative phase was gathered through one-on-one interviews with 
each music ensemble director participant. The interviews involved finding out the 
participant's opinions of the Texas PDAS and the value of its use to music ensemble 
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directors (see Appendix H). The interview protocol was developed by the researcher 
based on data collected through the quantitative questionnaire and findings from the 
studies in the review of literature. I examined the responses from the quantitative 
questionnaire and determined that certain responses needed further explanation. I sought 
to obtain richer data through the interview process. The interview protocol was validated 
by field-testing it with 2 experienced music educators. I met separately with each field-
testing participant at his or her place of employment. A period of 45 minutes was set 
aside for the field-testing since that was the only time in which the participants were 
available. Each participant was aware of the purposes for the field-testing and was willing 
to provide feedback at the end of the session. Based on the responses from the field tests 
and positive feedback received from both participants, I felt the interview protocol was 
appropriate and valid, with no changes being made to the interview protocol. 
Additionally, I employed the help of 2 music educators for the purpose of conducting a 
mock interview with each one to ensure that the interview questions and the process for 
interviewing were effective. Based on these 2 mock interviews, I felt confident to 
proceed with the actual interviews. All interviews were recorded digitally and later 
transcribed by the researcher. I used this interview protocol as a starting point, but went 
beyond with probing questions when participants mentioned something of importance or 
something that required further explanation. 
The following questions were placed in the interview protocol in order to obtain 
data to answer research question #1: "What do Texas secondary music ensemble directors 
believe are the purposes of performance evaluations?" 
What are your responsibilities as a music ensemble director? 
How are those responsibilities taken into account in your teaching 
evaluations? 
How do you know this? 
The following questions were placed in the interview protocol in order to obtain 
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data to answer research question #2: "What are the perceptions of Texas secondary music 
ensemble directors towards the evaluation procedures used to evaluate their teaching?" 
How effective is the PDAS in evaluating you as a music teacher? 
What should a person evaluating your teaching be able to hear, see, and 
know to make an adequate judgment about your effectiveness as a music 
teacher? 
What is important about music for your evaluator to understand? 
Does your evaluator conduct any walk-through evaluations throughout the 
school year? 
What should be contained in an evaluation system to make it effective for 
evaluating music ensemble directors? 
In which ways does the Teacher Self-Report affect your teaching? Has it 
led you to rethink any strategies or techniques? 
Domain II of the PDAS observation protocol prescribes that you be 
evaluated on the use of "critical thinking and problem solving" in the 
classroom, along with the use of"technology". What has been your 
experience with these two areas in your evaluations? How do you think 
your evaluator makes a decision about this in your classroom during an 
observation? 
Domain III of the PDAS observation protocol has an item titled 
"assessment and instruction are aligned". How do you think your 
evaluator makes a decision about this in your classroom during an 
observation? 
How has the PDAS as a whole influenced your teaching? 
How has the observation section of the PDAS influenced your teaching? 
The following questions were placed in the interview protocol in order to obtain 
data to answer research question #3: "What are the attitudes of Texas secondary music 
ensemble directors towards their evaluation outcomes?" 
Have you received any feedback from your evaluator? Would you share 
any? 
What are 1 or 2 positive feedback statements that were intended to 
improve your teaching? 
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Do you receive any feedback from those walk-throughs? Would you share 
any? 
What kind of feedback would you like to receive from your evaluator? 
How has the feedback you receive from your evaluator affected your 
teaching? 
What changes have you made in your teaching based on that feedback? 
How has your evaluation score influenced your teaching? 
Qualitative Data Analysis 
The names of the interviewees were changed to assure anonymity and protect 
their privacy. The process of analyzing the interviews began with the transcription of the 
interviews into text data. This was followed by an examination of the transcriptions "to 
obtain a general sense ofthe data" (Creswell, 2008, p. 250). The next step was to code 
the data. According to Creswell (2008) this procedure entails "identifying text segments, 
placing a bracket around them, and assigning a code word or phrase that accurately 
describes the meaning ofthe text segment" (p. 251). Ryan and Bernard (2003) explained 
that themes may be identified by examining the transcriptions for repetition of ideas or 
concepts, terms used in unfamiliar ways, analogies and metaphors, transitions of topics, 
similarities and differences, linguistic connectors, and missing data. They further 
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advocated that in this early process of coding, the researchers "are most concerned with 
identifying as wide a range of themes as possible. In later steps, they will need to address 
the issue of which themes are the most important and worthy of further analysis" (p. 95). 
I began the coding process by hand. After the transcripts were coded, I placed the 
extracted portions of data associated with each code on an index card. These statements 
were further analyzed in order to determine the teacher's perceptions of the PDAS 
evaluation system and to answer the research questions guiding this study. The codes 
were then reduced to produce categories. From these categories I merged similar themes 
together into a narrative report of the findings. 
Qualitative Trustworthiness 
Researchers must employ various techniques to ensure the accuracy of their 
interpretations (Creswell 2008). To establish trustworthiness, a colleague who was an 
experienced music educator conducted an audit of 10% of the transcripts by recoding that 
portion. It was found that there was nearly complete agreement between the original 
coding by the researcher and the recoding by the experienced colleague, so the coding 
process was deemed to be trustworthy. Creswell and Miller (2000) explained that "a peer 
reviewer provides support, plays devil' s advocate, challenges the researchers' 
assumptions, pushes the researchers to the next step methodologically, and asks hard 
questions about methods and interpretations" (p. 129). Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009) 
asserted that this technique "allows the researcher to clarify interpretations and identify 
possible sources of bias" (p. 295). 
Mixing of Data 
56 
The data from the quantitative phase was mixed with the data from the qualitative 
phase. Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009) explained that "although the two sets of analyses 
are independent, each provides an understanding of the phenomenon under investigation. 
These understandings are linked, combined, or integrated" (p. 266). Datta (200 1) labeled 
this type of analysis as a parallel tracks analysis in which "the analyses are conducted 
independently, according to standards of quality and excellence for each method. The 
findings are brought together after each strand has been taken to the point of reaching 
conclusions" (p. 34). The researcher searched for instances where the findings were 
consistent and where they diverged. Greene (2007) emphasized that "convergence, 
consistency, and corroboration are overrated in social inquiry. The interactive mixed 
methods analyst looks just as keenly for instances of divergence and dissonance, as these 
may represent important nodes for further and highly generative analytic work" (p. 144). 
Quantitative Findings 
Chapter 4 
Results 
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In 1997 most public schools in Texas adopted the state-recommended 
Professional Development and Appraisal System (PDAS) in order to fulfill state 
mandates related to teacher evaluations. This study was designed to examine how Texas 
secondary level music ensemble directors perceived the system used to evaluate their 
teaching. Data for the quantitative phase was acquired by having participants (n = 89) 
complete the Questionnaire for Texas Secondary Music Ensemble Directors Regarding 
Teaching Evaluations (QTRE), which was developed by the researcher and validated by 
3 music educators. The questionnaire included open-ended questions and also asked 
participants to indicate their agreement with various statements using a Likert-type scale. 
The participants for this study were chosen from the band, vocal, and orchestra 
divisions of the Texas Music Educators Association membership. The total population for 
the band division was 5,3 94 (58%), while the vocal division was 2,826 (31% ), and the 
orchestra division was 1,045 (11 %). The sample population for this study (n = 450) 
included 260 members from the band division, 140 from the vocal division, and 50 from 
the orchestra division. 
Sampling procedures, described in detail in Chapter 3, resulted in the creation of a 
sample of 450. Using procedures detailed in Chapter 3, this sample received an e-mail 
message in April 2011 with a link to the questionnaire on Survey Monkey. The 
researcher used the procedures outlined in Chapter 3 to maximize the pool of participants, 
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including sending email reminders and placing telephone calls. Of the 450 potential 
participants, 8.2% (n = 37) requested to be removed from the list, 17.8% (n = 80) email 
messages were returned as undeliverable, 22.9% (n = 1 03) participants responded to the 
survey, and 51.1% (n = 230) did not respond. Of the 103 participants who responded, 4 
were deleted since they indicated they were responsible for evaluating music ensemble 
directors and 10 did not accept the conditions set forth on the consent form. The 
resulting total sample was 89 participants (19.8%). 
Participants were first asked if the PDAS was used to evaluate their teaching. Of 
the 89 participants who responded to this question, 96.6% (n = 86) replied that the PDAS 
was used in their school district, while 3.6% (n = 3) stated that the PDAS was not used. 
On this basis it was concluded that the PDAS is widely used to evaluate music teachers in 
the state of Texas. 
The QTRE contained 3 items that requested demographic data enabling 
participants to describe themselves and their teaching situations. Table 1 provides a 
summary of that data and presents data regarding total TMEA membership to facilitate a 
comparison between the sample and the total population for this study. As can be seen, 
the distribution of the sample among the three divisions representing teaching areas, 
between high school and middle school campuses, and across years of teaching 
experience is very similar to the distribution of the TMEA membership. On this basis it 
was concluded that the sample for this study was representative of the total membership 
ofTMEA. 
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Table 1 
TMEA Membership and Study Sample 
TMEA Membership Study Sample 
Demographic N % N % 
Division 
Band 5394 58.0 52 58.4 
Vocal 2826 31.0 23 25.8 
Orchestra 1045 11.0 14 15.7 
Campus 
Middle/Jr. High 3372 50.2 43 48.9 
High School 3341 49.8 45 51.1 
Years of Teaching 
1-5 2122 24.5 23 25.8 
6-10 1590 18.3 20 22.5 
11-20 2339 27.0 21 23.6 
21-30 1477 17.0 17 19.1 
Over 30 1141 13.1 8 9.0 
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Purposes of Evaluation 
The Texas Education Code states that "the mission of the public education system 
of this state is to ensure that all Texas children have access to a quality education that 
enables them to achieve their potential and fully participate now and in the future in the 
social, economic, and educational opportunities of our state and nation" (TEC, 1997a). 
Moreover, the Texas Commissioner on Education, Shirley J. Neeley, in the introduction 
to the PDAS Teacher Manual, stated that, "PDAS is designed to enhance student learning" 
(TEA, 2005). The music ensemble directors who participated in this study did not clearly 
perceive the PDAS as meeting one of its intended goals. Participants were asked to 
indicate their agreement with the following statement: "Teacher evaluations contribute to 
student achievement gains in the music classroom." As can be seen in the data for item 
#1 in Table 2, it appeared that a slight majority (56.5%) did not feel teacher evaluations 
resulted in greater student learning in the classroom. This is incongruent with the stated 
goals of the PDAS and the intentions ofthe Texas Legislature as stated in the Texas 
Education Code. 
Perceptions of Evaluation Procedures 
According to the data from this study, approximately half of the participants were 
satisfied with the system used to evaluate their teaching, but the rest of them are 
dissatisfied with one or more components of the present system. In order to examine this 
the researcher inquired about the perceptions of Texas secondary music ensemble 
directors towards the procedures used to evaluate their teaching. Participants were asked 
to indicate their agreement with 5 statements. The fust statement was: "I am satisfied 
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with the evaluation system used to evaluate my teaching." Responses can be seen in item 
#2 of Table 2. A total of 40.0% reported overall satisfaction with their evaluation system. 
The second statement was: "My evaluator is qualified to evaluate my teaching." As can 
be seen in item #3 of Table 2, 50.0% did not feel their evaluator was qualified to evaluate 
their teaching. This percentage may seem to indicate that the other half of respondents 
did feel their evaluator was qualified; however, only 32.1% of the respondents indicated 
their evaluator was qualified, while 17.9% had no opinion. The third statement was: 
"Classroom observations provide important data that can be used to properly evaluate 
music ensemble directors." As noted in item #4 ofTable 2, 40.5% of participants agreed 
with this statement. 
The fourth statement was: "Student state assessment scores provide important 
data that can be used to properly evaluate music ensemble directors." As indicated in 
item #5 of Table 2, most participants (81.2%) disagreed with this statement. The PDAS 
evaluation instrument is divided into 8 domains that are evaluated and scored 
independently, with no cumulative PDAS score. Each domain is further divided into 
several criteria that are scored as "Exceed Expectations," "Proficient," "Below 
Expectations," or "Unsatisfactory." Domain VIII "Improvement of Academic 
Performance of all Students on the Campus" contains 10 criteria. The score of the tenth 
criterion in Domain VIII is determined by the Campus Performance Rating and the 
federal Adequate Yearly Progress (A YP) status. The Campus Performance Ratings are 
assigned by the Texas Education Agency and include the following labels: Exemplary, 
Recognized, Academically Acceptable, and Academically Unacceptable. The A YP 
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status is assigned by the United States Department of Education. Campuses and districts 
are labeled as either having "Met A YP" or as "Needs Improvement". The rating for 
Domain VIII includes points for 9 criteria, points for the Campus Performance Rating, 
and 1 point added if the school met Adequate Yearly Progress. Music teachers are 
evaluated in one campus, although they may teach in several campuses. The student 
achievement scores from their primary campus are the ones included in the PDAS, even 
though that may not be the campus in which they spend the majority of their time. 
Additionally, the student achievement scores do not include any measures of student 
achievement in music; they are a composite of student achievement in state assessments 
of reading, mathematics, science, social studies, language arts, and writing. The fifth 
statement was: "The PDAS Teacher Self-Report provides important data that can be used 
to properly evaluate music ensemble directors." As stated in item #6 of Table 2, slightly 
more than half of all respondents (58.8%) disagreed with this statement. This perception 
of the Teacher Self-Report may be due to the fact that this form does not simply allow 
teachers to include anything they so desire. The Teacher Self-Report contains specific 
questions. Participants were also asked if they would like to see changes in the ways 
their teaching was evaluated. Most participants (72. 9%) indicated that they would like to 
see changes. 
While most participants were satisfied with the evaluation system, they indicated 
that they would like to see changes in the ways their teaching was evaluated. They did, 
however, express satisfaction with the observation component of their evaluation system, 
but were not convinced that another component, the student achievement scores, 
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provided data that could be used adequately in evaluation procedures. Approximately half 
of the participants also felt that their evaluators were not qualified to evaluate their 
teaching. 
Attitudes towards Evaluation Outcomes 
After inquiring about the participants ' views on the purposes of evaluations and 
their perceptions of the procedures used to evaluate their teaching, the researcher delved 
into their attitudes towards the actions resulting from evaluations, specifically feedback 
and professional growth. Participants were asked to rate their level of agreement with 2 
statements. The first statement was: "The evaluation feedback I receive on my teaching 
abilities has led me to change my teaching." As seen in item #7 of Table 2, most 
participants (58.9%) disagreed with this statement. The second statement was: "My 
evaluation results contribute to my professional growth." Item #8 of Table 2 indicates 
that the majority of respondents (57.6%) disagreed with this statement. These 
percentages do not necessarily indicate an overwhelming majority; however, the 
responses indicating agreement with the statements were comparatively low. Only 
25.9% of the respondents agreed with the first statement, and 29.4% of the respondents 
agreed with the second statement. Based on these statistics, the researcher concluded that 
most participants did not feel their evaluation feedback was adequate enough to 
encourage making any changes in their teaching. Similarly, the researcher also concluded 
that the evaluation results did not contribute to the professional development of the 
participants. 
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Table 2 
Summary of Responses 
so D NO A SA 
N % N % N % N % N % 
1. Teacher evaluations contribute to 13 15.3 35 41.2 14 16.5 23 27.1 0 0.0 
student achievement gains in the music 
classroom. 
2. I am satisfied with the evaluation 5 5.9 27 31.8 19 22.3 34 40.0 0 0.0 
system used to evaluate my teaching. 
3. My evaluator is qualified to evaluate 14 16.7 28 33.3 15 17.9 18 21.4 9 10.7 
my teaching. 
4. Classroom observations provide 10 11.9 24 28.6 12 14.3 31 36.9 7 8.3 
important data that can be used to 
properly evaluate music ensemble 
directors. 
5. Student state assessment scores 33 38.8 36 42.4 5 5.9 10 11.8 1.2 
provide important data that can be used 
to properly evaluate music ensemble 
directors. 
6. The PDAS Teacher Self-Report 16 18.8 34 40.0 11 12.9 23 27.1 1.2 
provides important data that can be 
used to properly evaluate music 
ensemble directors. 
7. My evaluation results contribute to 15 17.6 34 40.0 14 16.5 22 25.9 0 0.0 
my professional growth. 
8. The evaluation feedback I receive on 14 16.5 36 42.4 10 11.8 24 28.2 1.2 
my teaching abilities has led me to 
change my teaching. 
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Open-ended Responses 
The QTRE also included several open-ended questions. Responses to these 
questions were examined for themes, coded, and then converted into quantitative data. 
One open-ended question was: "In your opinion, what are the purposes of evaluating 
teachers." The most frequently encountered reply was "to ensure effective teaching and 
learning." This was reported by 50.0% (n=33) of those who responded to this question. 
The following statements are a representative sample of responses provided for this 
question: 
"To maintain a high level of teacher competency" 
"Quality control. If the tool is used properly administrators can tell if a teacher is 
successful and productive in the classroom" 
"To make sure that we stay focused on teaching; to keep us from getting lazy and 
sloughing off on our responsibilities" 
"To make sure that there is quality teaching going on" 
The second most frequented theme was "to provide feedback to teachers for 
improvement" which was reported by 30.0% (n=20) of the respondents. The following 
statements are a representative sample of responses provided for this question: 
"To provide feedback and information to the teacher for the purpose of improving 
student performance and outcomes" 
"To find any sources of weakness, and help teachers become better at helping 
students understand the subject matter" 
"Human beings need to be evaluated no matter what their profession of choice is. 
We are creatures of habit and easily fall into old patterns that are in need of an 
update. The best way to be made aware of those are to have someone outside our 
field help us think outside the box" 
The third most frequent theme was "to satisfy legal issues and requirements" . 
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This was reported by 19.7% (n=13) ofthe respondents. The following statements are a 
representative sample of responses provided for this question: 
"To satisfy antiquated beliefs of the state school board of many years ago" 
"To protect the District from lawsuits by parents and teachers" 
" Making sure that teachers are in line with what is expected of them by 
the state, and also keeping track of classroom management skills and 
competency" 
An additional open-ended question was: "The Texas Professional Development 
and Appraisal System (PDAS) evaluation instrument is based on several sources. Please 
list any sources of data that you feel should be included to properly evaluate music 
teachers." A total of76.5% (n=26) of participants thought a source of data should be the 
success of the music program and the teacher, while 23.5% (n=8) thought a good source 
of data would be evaluators with knowledge of music. 
The following representative comments were provided by participants who 
thought a source of data should the documented success or recognition of the music 
program and of the teacher: 
"UIL contest performance should be taken in to account" 
"UIL Ratings in Marching; Concert/Contest; All-Region/Area/State" 
"Number of students in program. UIL scores. Evaluation of concerts" 
"Performances, contests, festivals, all-region, state participation, etc." 
"UIL" is an acronym for the University Interscholastic League, an organization designed 
to coordinate and promote academic, athletic, and music competitions for Texas schools. 
The following representative comments were provided by participants who 
thought a source of data should be evaluators with knowledge of music: 
"Knowledge of musical skills" 
"In addition to the appraiser, it would be nice ifthe fine arts coordinator 
could also observe and evaluate" 
"Evaluation by a music facilitator" 
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"I think the person doing the evaluating should be someone with a music 
background. Maybe the secondary coordinator, in my case, would be 
better than an AP at the school" 
The questionnaire also contained an additional open-ended question regarding 
changes that participants wanted to see in the ways their teaching was evaluated. Of the 
51 participants who responded to this question, 52.9% (n=27) desired to see a change in 
their evaluators' level of musical knowledge, while 37.3% (n=l9) brought up the idea 
that the evaluation system needed to be more closely related to the subject area, and 9.8% 
(n=5) believed that more observations and interactions were needed with their evaluator. 
The following representative comments were made by participants who desired to 
see a change in their evaluators' level of musical knowledge: 
"I would like to have observations done by someone with musical 
knowledge and knowledge of the TEKS" 
"I would like the people in charge of evaluations to have some training in 
what a music educator does in the classroom" 
"I feel like the director of fine arts (or the equivalent of) should be the one 
that evaluates me. My principal doesn' t know if what I'm doing is correct 
or not. He only judges that the kids are involved in learning and that I 
have control ofthe classroom. There is no musical evaluation happening. 
The HS director at our school is the only one qualified to tell me if there 
has been quality musical education happening. He can tell me if my bands 
are making any progress" 
The following representative comments were made by participants who thought 
the evaluation system needed to be more closely related to the subject area: 
"I would like to see evaluations that are based on music rather than on 
general ed. Each subject should be evaluated according to some norm 
within that subject area" 
"More evaluation components applied to my area of teaching" 
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"More attention to detail regarding subject area. I do not feel I am always 
evaluated as a music teacher but more like one of several hundred core 
teachers" 
The following representative comments were made by participants who believed 
that more observations and interactions were needed with their evaluator: 
"More than a single visit" 
"There should be more dialogue between the teacher and evaluator, and 
the relationship should be more of an instructional coach rather than 
evaluator" 
"I would like more meaningful interaction between me and my evaluator. 
I would like more acknowledgement of the results we produce by way of 
performances. I would like interactive goal sharing between me and my 
assessor ... setting realistic goals for program development and action plans 
to achieve them" 
Quantitative Phase Conclusions 
Based on the data from the first phase of this research, Texas secondary music 
ensemble directors believed that the purpose of teacher evaluation was to ensure effective 
teaching and learning, while providing teachers with feedback to improve their teaching; 
yet these same directors did not believe that teacher evaluations contributed to student 
achievement gains in the music classroom. Along with a lack of strong feelings, either 
positive or negative towards the PDAS, there was lack of clarity in Texas music teachers' 
understanding of the PDAS and what it was supposed to do. They seemed to believe that 
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the goal of the evaluation system was to improve teaching, but did not see a relationship 
between improved teaching and improvement in student learning. Participants viewed 
evaluations as a process that could be used to help them improve their teaching. 
Some participants were satisfied with the evaluation system used to evaluate their 
teaching, but felt that there were several components that needed to be modified in order 
to improve it. One recurring suggestion was that evaluators needed experience in music 
in order to better evaluate a music ensemble director. Teachers questioned the ability of 
evaluators not trained in music to adequately observe and evaluate their teaching. It was 
not clear the extent to which evaluators needed to be knowledgeable about music. For 
example, a university-level professor of music theory would certainly be knowledgeable 
about music, but may not provide the type of feedback that is desired by music ensemble 
directors at the high school or middle school level. The participants also questioned the 
inclusion ofthe campus state assessment score as part of their individual evaluations. 
Participants also noted that evaluations of music ensemble directors should 
include contest results and ensemble performances. A larger issue was that perhaps 
music ensemble directors believed that their subject area was vastly different than the 
others and needed to be evaluated with a different lens. 
Additionally, music ensemble directors felt that the evaluation outcomes did not 
affect their teaching. While these same participants felt that teacher evaluations should 
be designed to provide feedback that would eventually lead to improvement, they also did 
not feel that the feedback received from their evaluations led to any changes in their 
teaching. 
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Qualitative Findings 
The qualitative phase of this study involved a purposive sample of participants. 
The researcher conducted interviews with 6 individual participants in order to obtain 
richer and more in-depth data about their perceptions of teaching evaluations. Interviews 
were conducted by telephone between April and June 2012, following a protocol 
developed by the researcher and described in more detail in Chapter 3. Interviews were 
recorded and transcribed. The transcripts were coded using procedures described in 
Chapter 3. The codes that emerged from this analysis can be found in Table 3. 
Table 3 
Codes from Interview Transcriptions 
Code 
AE 
EKM 
ETR 
CE 
FI 
Theme 
Attitude towards evaluation system 
Evaluator knowledge of music 
Evaluator/teacher relationship 
Clarity of expectations 
Evaluation feedback for improvement 
Attitude Towards Evaluation System 
The purpose of this research was to determine how Texas music teachers felt 
about the PDAS as a system for evaluating their teaching. Some of the subjects expressed 
satisfaction with the system. For example, Gloria commented that it helped all teachers 
be effective in the classroom. She stated, "The PDAS is a good way for teachers in all 
areas to keep track of how we plan lessons, to be sure we are always on task, and help us 
think about our overall strategies." Gloria added, "The PDAS helps me understand what 
I'm supposed to do in the classroom. I think it's effective." Robert echoed this view 
when he explained, "It [PDAS] is a guide that keeps you on track on the techniques and 
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goals that you are trying to achieve." 
In listening more closely to these subjects, it appeared that they felt the PDAS 
might be useful to teachers in general but had less value for them as music teachers. 
Betsy's view was "it's just a formality." She added: 
It's more for the core area teachers. It has nothing to do with what I do. It's very 
subjective. One principal can rate you one way and another one will rate you 
differently even if they see the same thing. 
Betsy also expressed her attitude towards the PDAS and the feedback she had received 
from her evaluators. She stated: 
I know what I need to do for my kids. Whether a principal walks in or not makes 
no difference to me. Ifl get any feedback okay. Ifl don't get any, that's fine. 
Any feedback I receive will not change anything I do. 
Betsy's comments seem to indicate that she feels indifferent towards the evaluation 
procedures and outcomes. The evaluation instrument itself would not necessarily make a 
difference for her. 
Mark echoed the same sentiments towards the PDAS, adding that, "The PDAS is 
geared more towards the core area or lecture type classes. There are things we do in the 
band rehearsal that are not mentioned in the PDAS at all." Nancy painted a similar 
picture and provided more detail as to the reasons why the PDAS was ineffective in her 
opinion. She stated, "The PDAS falls short of properly evaluating any music teacher. An 
administrator can't get the whole picture by observing a teacher for 45 minutes during the 
school year." Nancy also stated, "The real work of being a music teacher is not evaluated 
in a PDAS evaluation. Never in my summative evaluation have I received any comment 
about the quality of the program or the individual successes of the students." In speaking 
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about a specific section of the PDAS, Nancy felt that the Teacher Self-Report was ''just 
another piece of paper to be filled out". In examining Nancy's vocal inflections and tone 
during the interview, I felt that she was completely dissatisfied with the PDAS and with 
administrators in general. 
It appeared that several participants recognized potential value in the PDAS for 
helping teachers of other subjects focus their work; however most participants did not 
feel that the PDAS was applicable to their classrooms and their teaching. While Gloria 
and Robert expressed satisfaction with elements of the PDAS, Betsy, Mark, and Nancy 
felt that the PDAS was not effective for evaluating music teachers. Gloria and Robert 
viewed the PDAS as a way of staying organized as a teacher, yet Betsy, Mark, and Nancy 
believed the PDAS was mostly unrelated to the work of a music teacher and much more 
closely aligned with the work of a teacher in a core area subject. 
Evaluator Knowledge of Music 
The primary reason that the subjects gave for feeling that the PDAS was not 
applicable to their teaching was that they felt that observers without specific knowledge 
and background in music could not adequately evaluate what they did in their classrooms 
and provide meaningful feedback. As a group, they also believed that evaluators with 
knowledge of music would more clearly be able to make judgments about the accuracy of 
content knowledge and the appropriateness of skills being taught. For example, it could 
be that a music instructor is interpreting a particular rhythm incorrectly. An evaluator 
with a background in music would be able to detect this and provide appropriate feedback. 
Additionally, participants stated that evaluators with experience in music would be able 
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to see a relationship between a rehearsal strategy and the criteria specified by the 
evaluation system. 
Nancy, a director who experienced the evaluation system that was in place prior 
to the PDAS, provided more details about the importance of an evaluator with experience 
and knowledge in music. She explained, "In my early years of teaching before PDAS 
came into being I was evaluated by both a campus administrator and a music 
administrator. The person who was knowledgeable about the subject area always gave 
me much more useful feedback and ideas on how to improve". This reflected awareness 
by Nancy that one purpose of evaluation was to provide feedback that contributed to 
continued professional growth while at the same time suggesting that administrators 
evaluating music teachers using the PDAS system were not providing feedback that 
Nancy considered meaningful. 
Nancy also stated that, "if the evaluator doesn't know a single thing about the 
subject it is impossible to understand if the teaching is productive and getting the desired 
results." She added: 
A musically uneducated person cannot possibly know how to properly produce 
vocal sound and how much work it takes to teach and reinforce the basic skills of 
a singer. He or she is no different from a parent in the audience making a 
judgment based on personal preference and the general look and character of the 
group. While these things are important, they can't always demonstrate the 
quality ofteaching. 
In Nancy ' s view, the content was of primary importance in teaching, more so than 
the process of teaching and learning. This also suggested that Nancy did not think it was 
possible to evaluate teaching unless the evaluator had knowledge of the subject. 
Mark' s statement suggested a similar belief: 
The one doing the evaluating should be able to understand if I am doing these 
things correctly or not. I mean the kids can all be engaged and participating but 
the teacher can be ignoring the technique and the sound production. 
Mark desired to have someone validate his abilities to teach music specifically. 
Betsy further pointed out what she perceived as the need for evaluators to have 
music knowledge to be able to make connections between the criteria on the PDAS and 
her teaching. 
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Well, when it comes to critical thinking, the principal probably checks to see ifl 
ask kids questions that require more thinking than just recalling information. But 
again if the principal is not trained in music he would probably not understand 
that sightreading is an example of critical thinking. 
The participants felt that evaluators of music ensemble directors needed to be 
knowledgeable in music in order for them to understand the concepts being taught and to 
be able to provide constructive and useful criticism for the directors. According to Shirley 
J. Neeley, Texas Commissioner of Education, as included in the PDAS Teacher Manual, 
the PDAS "is designed to enhance student learning through the professional development 
of educators" (TEA 2005). The PDAS certainly does not address any issues related 
specifically to the teaching of any subject. It is perhaps for this reason that the 
interviewees felt that music instructors should be evaluated differently than teachers of 
core area courses. Mark reinforced the idea of music classes being different than core 
area classes. When discussing evaluators, he said: 
That person has to be able to understand that teaching music is different than 
teaching math or science or history. The band rehearsal is a non traditional 
classroom where students are not sitting in desks and copying notes from the 
whiteboard and doing worksheets. 
Mark explained that his evaluators wanted to observe the procedures used in core 
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area classes implemented in the music classroom. Mark commented, "The principal 
wants us to ask questions and have the kids answer in complete sentences. My question 
is to play and their answer is what they play." Betsy also addressed the issue of the 
difference between music classes and core area classes. She commented, "Principals 
want me to do what a math teacher does constantly asking students questions and getting 
verbal responses." These participants felt that evaluators were attempting to impose 
teaching strategies and instructional practices associated with subject areas outside of 
music and performance. 
Evaluator/Teacher Relationship 
In a similar way, participants felt that evaluation procedures were hampered by 
tense relationships with their evaluators and a distrust of them. If music teachers felt that 
their relationships with evaluators were tense and distrustful, perhaps the evaluators were 
not doing everything they could to build positive relationships with these teachers. 
According to Ebmeier (2003), teacher evaluation is "of little value in building teacher-
principal relationships that lead to improvement of instructional practice. Only when the 
principal engages in activities that actively demonstrate commitment to teacher is there 
any real hope for building trust, increasing teacher commitment, and building individual 
teacher efficacy" (p. 136). Even though the PDAS states what an evaluator should be 
observing and explains to evaluators how to rate those observations, the participants still 
felt that their evaluators were taking on the role of watch dogs, trying mostly to find 
something wrong in their teaching. They felt that evaluators were using evaluations as a 
way of exhibiting power over teachers. 
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Mark commented that, "the principals just end up using it [the evaluation] as a 
way to show their superiority and control over all the teachers that are under them." 
Nancy also commented on her feelings towards evaluators. She stated, "Perhaps I'm just 
paranoid but when I get a walk-through that has not been announced it always makes me 
feel like they are hoping to walk in and find me not doing my job." These perceptions are 
congruent with the findings of Zepeda and Ponticell (1998). They found that, "there 
appears to be considerable power wielded through supervision/evaluation to intimidate, 
manipulate, and control teachers. This perspective needs further research" (p. 85). They 
further stated, "It appeared to the teachers that supervisors invested little in the process; if 
it was meaningless to them, it was meaningless to the teachers" (p. 85). The participants 
in the present study did not feel that their evaluators held a strong investment in the 
improvement of their teaching abilities or in their evaluations. 
In a letter addressed to administrators receiving training for the PDAS, Texas 
Education Commissioner Dr. Shirley J. Neeley stated, "I also hope this system helps you 
create a productive future for your students and produces a supportive environment for all 
educators" (TEA, 2005, p. 4). The participants in this study did not experience a 
supportive environment as proposed by Dr. Neeley. It was unclear if the lack of a 
supportive environment was caused by the evaluators or by the evaluation system. 
Several participants also thought that their evaluators lacked enough knowledge to 
properly evaluate teachers. Betsy stated that, "sometimes principals think they know 
more than they actually do. A principal certificate does not automatically make you an 
expert in all areas." Nancy related a story of an administrator who visited her classroom 
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unable to comprehend the situation. 
This year, I was teaching choreography on one of the songs that is being sung at a 
student assembly. The principal wrote down that I should hold a contest for 
students to come up with the routine so that they could take ownership. First of 
all, does she really think that 12-year-olds can put together dance moves for a 
cowboy song? Secondly, when does she think I'm supposed to have time to watch 
60 kids bumble and giggle their way through something like this? She has no 
way of knowing that I had already talked to the kids and practically begged them 
for some ideas that could be considered. Not a single student was able to think of 
anything and not a single student complained about what I was asking them to do. 
Betsy's point of view was similar to Nancy's but provided a solution to the problem of 
evaluators who are not clear with what happens in the classroom. 
Principals think they know everything and that their degree and certification 
suddenly makes them experts in teaching all subjects. I know it' s difficult for 
schools to hire someone who specializes and knows about music just to evaluate 
the music teachers. This is certainly not cost effective. But perhaps principals 
who do not understand what is going on need to ask for clarification from the 
music director rather than just assuming that I am not doing my job according to 
what they perceive as the right way of teaching. 
The participants felt that their evaluators were attempting to show their 
superiority over teachers and to ultimately trap them not fulfilling their duties as teachers. 
On the other hand, the researcher understood that perhaps these directors did not possess 
a clear understanding of what evaluators expected of them in the classroom, especially 
when it came to the way they were being evaluated. 
Clarity of Expectations 
There was an inconsistency between what was evaluated in the PDAS and what 
Robert and Nancy believed should provide the basis for their evaluations. Robert 
explained that the effectiveness of a music teacher should be measured by the excitement 
of the students. He stated, "If the students are excited about coming and being in class, 
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then that is the highest factor in evaluating how effective you are as a music director." 
Nancy explained, "Discipline in the classroom is evaluated and to some degree my 
relationship with the students. The real work of being a music teacher is not evaluated in 
a PDAS evaluation." It seems that these participants were not interpreting the purpose of 
the PDAS accurately. According to Kemerer & Walsh (2000), the PDAS was developed 
under the assumption that it would include criteria related to discipline management 
procedures and student performance data. 
The comments provided by Mark, Gloria, Betsy, and George further exemplified 
teachers ' perceptions of the discrepancy between the expectations placed on them as 
music teachers and the evaluations of their teaching through the PDAS system. Mark 
commented, "We are expected to present at least 3 concerts per year and participate in 
UIL and TMEA contests. But none of this is brought up in our evaluations. The 
evaluations are mostly related to what the principal sees in the classroom." Mark stated 
that as an ensemble director he was expected to produce performances and participate in 
various contests, knowing that his teaching evaluations were based only on what occurred 
in the classroom as witnessed by his evaluator. Gloria agreed. "My teaching evaluations 
are based only on what my supervisor sees in the classroom during the regular class 
period. As far as I know my evaluation cannot be based on contest ratings or on concerts." 
Betsy commented, "The contest ratings are more of something that is expected if I want 
to keep my job. But they are not part of the evaluation." These 4 participants expressed 
an understanding of at least one aspect of their job performance, but may not have had a 
clear understanding of the evaluation process. These comments did point out an 
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important discrepancy. Participants had strong and high expectations for quality in 
performances that occurred outside of the classroom. At the same time the evaluation of 
teachers is based only on what goes on in the classrooms. 
Evaluation as Feedback for Improvement 
The participants recognized the value of feedback and desired to receive feedback 
that could be used to improve their teaching. Similarly, they also felt that feedback was 
important in order for teachers to improve in the classroom. Mark commented, "I admit 
that it is good for teachers to get evaluated. Everyone needs to get some criticism in 
order to figure out our shortcomings or to find out how to improve our teaching. That's 
important." Gloria stated, "I think it is important to get feedback on our teaching to make 
us better teachers and to make sure we don' t settle into doing the same old thing even if it 
is not working." Robert agreed. He stated, "I think that comments whether negative or 
positive you listen to makes you a better teacher." 
Participants also described the type of feedback that they felt could be useful for 
them to improve their teaching abilities. Nancy remarked, "I would like to know ifl 
appear to be getting the results that I want. I, like many people, tend to hear what I 
expect and want to hear. I'd like to hear specific suggestions to improve student 
enthusiasm and I'd like to know if there is one particular area where I shine." Robert 
indicated, "I would like to be told how I can improve in certain areas whether related to 
music or about my teaching to be more effective as an educator." 
Mark commented that novice music educators need feedback that is related to 
improving teaching of music concepts. He remarked, "This is important for new teachers 
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who do not have a lot of experience teaching and may not know exactly how to teach 
certain techniques or how to properly warm up the students before they play." Mark 
added that feedback from another music ensemble director would be more useful for his 
needs. "In all honesty, I'd rather have another band director with more experience come 
visit my classroom. That would provide me with much more important feedback." 
Conclusions 
Participants explained that the PDAS was valuable for evaluating core area 
teachers but not effective when applied to the evaluation of music ensemble directors. 
They also maintained that evaluators with knowledge of music would be more effective 
and would end up providing much more substantive and useful feedback for music 
ensemble directors. Additionally, participants felt that their evaluators were attempting 
to evaluate them in the same manner as they evaluated core area teachers, though the 
overall feeling among interviewees was that the way music classes were organized was 
vastly different than the organization of core area classes. Participants further 
acknowledged that the nature of their subject area required different teaching strategies 
and that they felt the PDAS did not recognize those teaching strategies that were unique, 
yet essential for teaching their subject. 
A few participants also described their relationships with their evaluators as being 
tense and filled with distrust. Additionally, several participants did not perceive the 
relationship between the criteria of the PDAS and what they did in their classrooms. They 
also did not perceive a relationship between the PDAS and what they believed were the 
"expectations" of their job performance and the most important part oftheir job, mainly 
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concerts and contests; however, most of them clearly understood that the PDAS 
evaluation was exclusively based on what the evaluator witnessed in the classroom, 
rather than being evaluated on the extra duties that most music ensemble directors were 
expected to fulfill. Participants further explained that they would like to receive 
evaluation feedback that focused on improvement in the classroom. They believed that 
feedback for improvement was necessary, especially for younger, inexperienced teachers. 
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Chapter 5 
Summary, Discussion, and Recommendations 
The purpose of this mixed methods study was to examine the perceptions of 
music ensemble directors in Texas secondary schools towards the purposes, procedures, 
and outcomes of the instrument used to evaluate their teaching, specifically in the Texas 
Professional Development and Appraisal System (PDAS). Data was collected from a 
sample of 89 Texas music teachers that represented the membership of the Texas Music 
Educators Association through an online questionnaire developed by the researcher and 
validated by a group of 3 experienced music educators. Additional data was gathered 
from interviews with 6 music ensemble directors purposefully chosen from the 
participant pool involved in the online questionnaire. 
Theoretical Framework 
The theory guiding this study was proposed by Wise, Darling-Hammond, 
McLaughlin, and Bernstein (1984). They indicated that teacher evaluation could be used 
to improve instruction in the classroom with the ultimate goal of improving student 
achievement. This theory was further strengthened by the research of Andrews (1995), 
Danielson and McGreal (2000), Davis, Ellett, and Annunziata (2002), and Stronge (2006). 
The results of this study were consistent with this theoretical framework in that the 
participants felt the purpose of teacher evaluation was to provide feedback to improve 
teaching abilities; however, the music ensemble directors who were participants in this 
study did not feel that the feedback being provided through the PDAS system was 
fulfilling this purpose. 
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Discussion 
The first research question guiding this study was "What do Texas secondary 
music ensemble directors believe are the purposes of performance evaluations?" Based 
on the data collected, the researcher found that Texas music teachers believed the 
purposes of teacher evaluation were to ensure effective teaching and to provide feedback 
to teachers who would ultimately improve the learning of their students. This indicated 
some consistency between the theory of teacher evaluations and the perceptions of this 
sample of Texas music educators. This finding was similar to those of other researchers 
(Cavness 2004; Davis-Frost 2000; Fisicaro 2010). A few participants stated that teacher 
evaluations were intended to satisfy legal requirements, thus suggesting that they 
perceived little relationship between the PDAS and the effectiveness of their teaching nor 
the learning of their students. Robinson (2009) found a disconnect between the purposes 
of teacher evaluation systems and the perceptions and practices of evaluators. While 
some data collected to answer other research questions suggested that the PDAS may be 
inappropriately applied in the evaluation of music teachers, there was evidence that music 
teachers were not fully informed about the structure or purpose of the PDAS. This could 
be due to a lack of proper training and informational sessions for teachers or due to an 
unclear dissemination of information by administrators. In addition, the possibility exists 
that administrators are not using the PDAS appropriately when evaluating music teachers. 
Although not a dominant theme in responses by subjects in this study, there was some 
evidence that music teachers viewed the PDAS as a means for administrators to exert 
control over teachers, reducing autonomy and diminishing a sense of an educational 
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community in which all professionals work together to enable student learning outcomes. 
While evaluations may be set up to provide feedback in order to improve teaching 
abilities, one must consider the possibility that the evaluation processes may not 
accurately provide the data necessary to do so. The possibility exists that evaluation 
instruments cannot provide the data necessary to improve teaching abilities or that 
evaluation instruments are flawed in their design, thus not yielding accurate data. Ravitch 
(2013) argued that teacher evaluations that include recent initiatives, such as value-added 
models, do not portray an accurate assessment of effective teachers or effective teaching. 
Value-added models use student achievement data from prior school years to determine 
the value that teachers add to a student's education (Sass et al, 2014). Ravitch (2013) 
theorized that teaching and learning are complicated activities that cannot be evaluated 
accurately by examining student test scores on state assessments. 
The second research question guiding this study was "What are the opinions of 
Texas secondary music ensemble directors towards the procedures used to evaluate their 
teaching?" The researcher found that slightly more ( 40%) participants were satisfied with 
the evaluation system compared to 37.7% of the participants who reported being 
unsatisfied. Other studies also found participants had a sense of satisfaction with the 
evaluation procedures (Donaldson 2012; Berson 2012; Sheppard 2013; Turpin 2005 ; 
Edwards 2004). 
At the same time, the participants in this study also felt that the PDAS was 
designed primarily for general classroom teachers and was not applicable to the teaching 
of music. They felt that to comply with the criteria of the PDAS they would have to 
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structure their classrooms and use teaching strategies that were appropriate for Math, 
English, and other "core" subjects, but inappropriate for music teaching. Many comments 
from music teachers suggested that they did not believe administrators observing and 
evaluating them understood the uniqueness of music teaching nor were they able to 
transfer and apply the criteria of the PDAS to music teaching situations. Several 
expressed the desire to have musically trained evaluators. A number of researchers found 
similar results regarding the importance of evaluators with content knowledge (Taebel 
1992; Benson 2001; Beaver 2002; Robles 2007; Milanowski and Heneman 2001; 
Nowacek 2008; Maranzano 2002). 
Additionally, Texas music teachers felt that observations carried out as part of the 
PDAS did not provide a complete picture of their teaching abilities. Instead, they 
believed that concerts performed by their students and the ratings their students received 
at contest were better indicators of the quality of their teaching than the PDAS. Hash 
(20 13) cautioned music teachers and administrators about the use of contest ratings in the 
teacher evaluation process stating that there existed many variables related to contest 
ratings. He further reasoned that if contest ratings were applied to the teacher evaluation 
process, they should only be included as one of several varied measures of musicianship 
and musical understanding" (p. 167). This argument is similar to the one proposed by 
Ravitch (2013) in examining value-added models. She theorized that student learning is 
affected by many varied conditions that are not under the control of the teacher. Similarly, 
music teachers must proceed with caution when attempting to argue the importance of 
including student performance ratings as part of their evaluations. The PDAS was 
86 
intended to evaluate what teachers do within a classroom. Music ensemble directors 
believed that some of their most important work was displayed through the performances 
of their students in concerts and contests that occur beyond the classroom and often 
outside of school hours. These are not considered within the PDAS system. Music 
ensemble directors felt that this was a critical omission in the PDAS. 
The participants' emphasis on the classroom observation of the PDAS system can 
be attributed to several factors. First, it may be that music ensemble directors only 
thought ofthe observation section when they discussed the PDAS, instead of thinking of 
an entire evaluation system. This may explain why the participants did not feel that 
concerts and contest results were valued in the PDAS. The PDAS is a system of 
evaluation and professional development that includes several components, in addition to 
the observation component. Among these components is the Teacher Self-Report in 
which teachers are able to provide evidence of their teaching that is not necessarily 
noticeable during the formal observations conducted in the classroom. Secondly, it may 
be that the wording in the questionnaire focused on the portion of the PDAS dealing with 
classroom observations and that the subjects did not consider other aspects in their 
responses. Additionally, the feedback music teachers receive may be based primarily on 
classroom observations and not on the other components of the PDAS. It may be that the 
observation part of the evaluation is given more emphasis in the participants schools. 
Based on data collected in this study it can be concluded that more than one-third of the 
music teachers in Texas secondary schools do not believe the PDAS provides an accurate 
evaluation of their teaching. Other researchers had similar findings (Robles 2007; 
Wormmeester 2005; Goldrick 2002; Miranda 2006; Zepeda and Ponticelll998; 
Maranzano 2002). 
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The third research question guiding this study was "What are the attitudes of 
Texas secondary music ensemble directors towards their evaluation outcomes?" A slight 
majority of participants felt that the feedback they received as a result of the PDAS was 
not meaningful to them as music teachers. They felt that the feedback given by the 
evaluators most frequently recommended adjustments to their teaching that might be 
appropriate if they were teaching core subjects, but were seldom appropriate for teaching 
music. They also felt that the feedback did not address issues related to the improvement 
of their students' musical abilities. This study was guided by the premise that the purpose 
of teacher evaluation was to provide feedback to teachers in order to improve their 
teaching. The participants in this study did not feel the feedback they were received was 
fulfilling the stated purpose. This finding is congruent with the findings of other 
researchers (Frase & Streshly 1994; Donaldson 20 12; Robles 2007). 
Additionally, the music teachers believed that feedback from another music 
instructor would be more applicable to their situations. Examining the nature of feedback 
given to music teachers was not part of this study, so the validity of the participants' 
comments could not be determined. The feeling of needing more specific and useful 
feedback may also indicate that music ensemble directors deem themselves and their 
subjects to be different in many respects than teachers of other subject areas. The data 
from this study leads to the conclusion that Texas music ensemble directors believe that 
teacher evaluations can provide feedback that would enable them to become more 
effective in leading student learning, but they do not believe that the PDAS as currently 
applied to music ensemble directors effectively accomplishes that purpose. 
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An analysis of data further revealed participants felt that their relationships with 
their administrators were an important factor in a discussion of teacher evaluations. The 
participants felt that evaluators were more interested in controlling them and acting as 
watchdogs rather than being genuinely interested in helping teachers improve their 
teaching abilities. The relationships described by the participants in this study were 
viewed as tense and filled with distrust. The literature reviewed for this study emphasized 
the importance that relationships built on trust between evaluators and teachers bring to 
the effectiveness of evaluations. (Rizzo 2004; Goddard 2004; Zimmerman and Deckert-
Pelton 2003;Sutton 2008); however, the literature did not defme or describe the 
relationships. 
Recommendations for Music Teachers 
One of the strongest themes that came from the music teachers in this research 
was "We are different from other teachers". Certainly, it is true that music classes, 
especially ensemble rehearsals, are structured differently than other classes in a typical 
school. The goal of most music ensembles is a performance before an audience, 
something that cannot be achieved in a classroom. Schools have traditionally treated 
music teachers differently from other teachers by giving them special rooms in which to 
teach, special budgets for music, instruments, and other equipment, and often giving 
priority to music ensembles when building school schedules. However, when it came to 
being evaluated by the PDAS, music teachers felt that their unique needs were not 
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considered, which resulted in several recommendations for music teachers. First, music 
teachers must assume responsibility for communicating the unique aspects of music 
teaching to evaluators. Conversations with many music teachers indicated that 
administrators' recognition of the need for unique teaching space, equipment, scheduling, 
and budgeting has come about as a result of clear and consistent communication with 
school officials. Music teachers should not assume that administrators are aware of the 
need for unique classroom structure and teaching strategies for effective music teaching, 
and should engage in on-going communication with administrators to apprise them of 
these needs. As part of this on-going communication, music teachers should carefully 
examine all aspects of the PDAS, find ways that the unique aspects of music teaching can 
be accommodated within that system, and clearly communicate that to their evaluators. 
The second recommendation is for music teachers to search for, accept, and adopt 
teaching strategies found effective in other subject areas, when they are appropriate in 
music teaching. Research continues to identify teaching strategies that are effective in 
many ofthe core subjects. Some identified strategies may not be appropriate for a music 
classroom, but some can be easily adapted. Music teachers have a professional 
responsibility to remain informed of ongoing effective teacher research and make 
concerted attempts to apply findings in music classrooms to ensure that they are utilizing 
the most up-to-date and effective teaching strategies. 
Similarly, while the PDAS evaluation is not based on the results of concerts and 
contests, perhaps music ensemble directors should include their performances and 
concert ratings as an attachment to their Teacher Self-Report, serving as evidence of their 
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work as music ensemble directors. These attachments could be presented and addressed 
in the Summative Annual Conference that must take place between the evaluator and the 
teacher no later than 15 days before the last instructional day. This Summative Annual 
Conference is a part of the PDAS and is a way for the evaluator to sum up the evaluation 
components that were addressed throughout the school year. It is important that music 
teachers familiarize themselves with the evaluation systems and procedures utilized in 
their districts and find ways to include those events ofteaching and of student 
achievement that occur outside of the classroom. 
Recommendations for Administrators and Evaluators 
There were several important themes that emerged from the data of this research 
for school administrators who evaluate music teachers. One theme was that evaluators do 
not understand the uniqueness of music teaching. Another theme was that music 
ensemble directors believed that evaluators were trying to control what they did in the 
classroom rather than helping them be more effective. An over-arching theme was the 
importance of and lack of relationships built on trust between teachers and administrators. 
Trusting relationships help to empower teachers and influence their teaching practices 
(Moye et al2005; Smith 2012; Healey 2011; Youngs and King 2002). School 
administrators should be aware that these are the perceptions of many music teachers and 
should accept some responsibility for changing the way they are viewed by music 
teachers. 
Certainly, there are many aspects of music that cannot be readily comprehended 
without years of immersion in the art. However, there are some aspects of classroom 
91 
management and of teaching other subjects that can be applied in music. There are 
several recommendations for administrator/evaluators based on the findings ofthis study. 
First, evaluators should accept responsibility for apprising music teachers of teaching 
strategies found effective in other subjects and help them adapt those strategies in music 
classrooms where appropriate. Music teachers often do not have access to information 
about general teaching strategies. In-service programs in music frequently focus on the 
unique needs of music teaching and do not include recent developments in the broader 
areas of teaching and learning. School administrators should accept at least some 
responsibility to keep music teachers aware of developing trends in teaching. They 
should also assist music teachers in determining which strategies may be appropriate for 
music classrooms and help them adapt those strategies to the unique needs of music 
teaching. 
Secondly, evaluators should make a concerted effort to provide strong support for 
teaching music, communicating to the music teachers their desire to enable them to 
become more effective teachers. Music teachers often isolate themselves from other 
teachers and the administrators of a school, partly because they feel that teaching music is 
very different from everything else in the school. Administrators likewise often ignore 
music teachers because they, as non-musically trained administrators, do not feel 
sufficiently competent to engage in discussions about music teaching and learning. As a 
result, music teachers do not feel a high level of support from administrators. They do not 
feel that administrators understand, or are available to help, when teaching problems are 
encountered. 
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Recommendations for the Texas Education Agency 
The PDAS was instituted in 1997 with the intent of providing a uniform basis for 
the evaluation of all teachers in Texas schools. The data from this research calls into 
question the degree to which the PDAS can be appropriately adapted for the evaluation of 
music teaching. Texas music teachers do not feel that the feedback they receive from 
their evaluations does not lead to any changes in their teaching abilities. They also feel 
that the feedback does not apply to the situations that are unique to the music classroom. 
Given the emphasis placed on teacher evaluation, it is critical that any system used in the 
evaluation process be sufficiently broad to be applicable to all teachers. 
It would seem that the Texas Education Agency in collaboration with TMEA, or 
some other representative group of Texas music teachers, should review the PDAS to 
determine its appropriateness for the evaluation of music teachers. Perhaps the PDAS 
needs to be reworked to include areas that are more in line with what music teachers do 
in the classroom. Furthermore, the evaluator training may need to include a segment 
related to the evaluation of music teachers. Ifthe PDAS is found applicable to music 
teaching in its present form, that, together with some aspects of the review process should 
be clearly communicated to music teachers to help them understand the relationship 
between what they do in their classrooms and the criteria specified in the PDAS. If 
revisions in the PDAS would make it more equitable and/or applicable to music teaching, 
then those revisions should be made. 
Further research 
Future research on the subject of music teacher evaluations should focus on 
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several areas. It would be useful to examine the feedback given to music teachers through 
the PDAS to determine the degree to which it might be applicable to music teaching. 
Further research should also focus on the comparisons of perceptions of music teachers 
with teachers in other specialty areas, such as art or physical education. Additionally, 
research should also compare the PDAS with the evaluation system used in other states to 
determine ifthere may be systems more applicable to evaluating music teaching. Another 
important area is the development and testing of training programs for evaluators of 
music teachers. Additionally, useful data can be gathered by pairing music ensemble 
directors with their evaluators to compare their perspectives, although extreme caution 
must be taken to protect the privacy of both populations, ensuring that the employment of 
participants is not jeopardized. Finally, research on the PDAS and music education 
should also focus on the evaluators. It would be beneficial to investigate the feelings and 
perceptions of music teacher evaluators, attempting to secure a clearer picture of how 
they go about interpreting what they see in the music classroom. Hirakawa (2013) 
investigated this area related to evaluators. It would be beneficial to extend her work to a 
larger geographical area to further investigate evaluator perceptions and feelings towards 
music teacher evaluations. Researchers should also examine to what extent the feedback 
received from evaluations leads to improved student performance in the classroom, 
improved contest performance scores and improved teacher evaluation scores. 
Personal Significance of the Study 
Teacher evaluation does not exist in a vacuum. The importance, purpose, and 
content of teacher evaluation are determined by the needs of society. I believe teacher 
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evaluations are established with the intention of being tools that ultimately help students 
achieve success in the classroom and beyond (see Darling-Hammond, McLauglin, and 
Bernstein 1984b; Andrews 1995; Danielson and McGreal2000, and Davis, Ellet, and 
Annunziata 2002). One of the issues that arose from this research dealt with the 
relationships between teachers and administrators. While some participants felt that their 
administrators were acting as watchdogs, I did not view this as an attack on the 
evaluation system nor on the act of evaluation itself. According to Dr. Shirley Neeley, 
Texas Education Commissioner, the Texas PDAS is supposed to help administrators 
develop a "supportive environment for all educators" (TEA, 2005). Andrews (1995) also 
indicated that evaluations could be used to improve communication between teachers and 
administrators and to help provide motivation to teachers. There existed larger and 
deeper issues that need to be dealt with in order to allow the evaluation instrument to 
accomplish its intended purposes of helping teachers succeed by providing them with 
appropriate and valuable feedback. So, while my research concentrated on the issue of 
teacher evaluation, I got the sense that the participants needed to vent frustrations that 
stemmed from their relationships with their administrators, and perhaps those feelings 
may have skewed their responses towards the evaluation system. It seems that the 
evaluation system itself was not the problem, but rather an innocent bystander. 
Another issue that came out of the data dealt with the issue of appropriate 
feedback and the music knowledge of evaluators. The Texas PDAS was not established 
to provide such specific feedback for music instructors. The PDAS Teacher Manual 
details the criteria that evaluators must use to evaluate teachers. These criteria are not 
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specific for any subject area, but simply outline general actions that teacher must exhibit 
in the classroom. In my opinion, we should not expect a fork to do the job of a knife and 
get upset over the fact that the fork is not fulfilling a purpose that it was not intended to 
serve. Music teachers should be aware that the PDAS is not intended to provide feedback 
that is specific to music teaching. Instead, the feedback is more general in nature. Music 
teachers want and need music specific feedback. Since the PDAS is not designed to 
provide this, music teachers and administrators need to find other means to make such 
feedback available to music teachers. 
The directors that I interviewed very much enjoyed teaching music and were 
willing to tolerate and deal with the issues and tasks that have become so common in the 
world of education, including an overabundance of paperwork. The negative views that 
some participants held towards their evaluators and the evaluation system did not hinder 
their passion for teaching music. This was comforting and encouraging. I truly believe 
that no evaluation system can completely capture the true success of a teacher and the 
complexities associated with teaching. Yet, evaluation will continue to exist in, and 
perhaps invade, all areas of our lives. 
Appendix A 
Questionnaire 
1. Questionnaire for Texas Secondary Music Ensemble Directors 
Regarding Teachi ... 
This study will help policymakers and stakeholders understand current music teacher evaluation 
practices . Effective evaluation systems can, and should, lead to successful teaching practices which will 
ultimately contribute to student success. 
Your opinion is a valuable component of this study. Please be assured that your responses will remain 
completely confidential. In addition, participation In this study is voluntary. 
Adrian Guerra 
DMA Candidate 
Boston University 
Boston, MA 
* 1. Please enter the Questionnaire Identification Number located below 
the link to this survey. 
Then click "Next" to begin the survey. 
Questionnaire 
Identificat ion Number 
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2. Questionnaire 
Click the button next your answer choice. 
1. Which of the following TMEA divisions best describes your primary 
teaching responsibility? 
0 Band 
0 Choir 
0 Orchestra 
0 Other (please describe) 
2. Which of the following best describes the primary campus to which you 
are assigned to teach? (Check only one) 
0 Elementary (Grades PreK-5) 
0 Middle School (Grades 6-8) 
0 Junior High (Grades 7-8) 
0 High School (Grades 9-12) 
0 Other (please specify) 
3. Are you currently responsible for evaluating music ensemble directors? 
Oves 
4. Including this year, how many years have you been teaching public 
school music? 
0 1-5 years 
0 6-10 years 
0 11-20 years 
0 21 -3 0 years 
Q 31-40 years 
0 Over 40 years 
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5. Does your school district use the Texas PDAS (Professional Development 
and Appraisal System) to evaluate your teaching? 
QYes 
Q Unsure 
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3. Part II 
Thinking about your primary campus and primary evaluator, indicate your level of agreement with the 
following statements. 
1. The evaluation feedback I receive on my teaching abilities has led me to 
change my teaching. 
0 Strongly Disagree 
0 Disagree 
0 No Opinion 
0 Agree 
0 Strongly Agree 
2. I am satisfied with the evaluation system used to evaluate my teaching. 
0 Strongly Disagree 
0 Disagree 
0 No Opinion 
0 Agree 
0 Strongly Agree 
3. My evaluation results contribute to my professional growth. 
0 Strongly Disagree 
0 Disagree 
0 No Opinion 
0 Agree 
0 Strongly Agree 
4. Teacher evaluations contribute to student achievement gains in the music 
classroom. 
0 Strongly Disagree 
0 Disagree 
Q No Op in ion 
0 Agree 
0 Strongly Agree 
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5. My evaluator is qualified to evaluate my teaching. 
0 Strongly Disagree 
0 Disagree 
0 No Opinion 
0 Agree 
0 Strongly Agree 
6. Classroom observations provide important data that can be used to 
properly evaluate music ensemble directors. 
0 Strongly Disagree 
0 Disagree 
0 No Opinion 
0 Agree 
0 Strongly Agree 
7. Student assessment scores provide important data that can be used to 
properly evaluate music ensemble directors. 
0 Strongly Disagree 
0 Disagree 
0 No Opinion 
0 Agree 
0 Strongly Agree 
8. The PDAS Teacher Self-Report provides important data that can be used 
to properly evaluate music ensemble directors. 
0 Strongly Disag ree 
0 Disagree 
0 No Opinion 
0 Agree 
Q Strongly Agree 
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9. The Texas Professional Development and Appraisal System (PDAS) 
evaluation instrument is based on several sources. Please list any sources of 
data that you feel should be included to properly evaluate music teachers? 
I ~ 
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10. In your opinion, what are the purposes of evaluating teachers? 
I ] 
* 11. Would you like to see changes in the ways your teaching is evaluated? 
Q Yes 
1. Please indicate below what changes you would like to see in the ways 
your teaching is evaluated. 
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5. Additional Comments 
1. Please feel free to use the space below for any comments regarding this 
questionnaire or this research study. 
I ] 
* 2. Are you willing to participate in additional interviews and observations 
related to this study? This would involve scheduling an interview with the 
researcher at a time and place that is convenient for you. The interview 
should last for no more than 30 minutes. 
Q Yes 
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6. Volunteer Information 
1. Please provide your contact information below so that I may contact you 
for follow-up. Be assured that this information will be kept confidential and 
will be separated from the rest of the survey. 
Name: 
Company: 
Address: 
Address 2: 
City/Town: 
State: 
ZIP/Postal Code: 
Emai l Address: 
Phone Number: 
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7. Thank you for your time! 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. 
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Appendix B 
Pre Notice Email (First Contact) 
Dear colleague, 
In a few days you will receive an email request to answer a brief questionnaire for a 
research project being conducted for my doctoral work at Boston University. The study 
examines the perceptions of Texas secondary level ensemble directors towards teaching 
evaluations. 
I am writing in advance because many people like to know ahead of time that they will be 
contacted. The study may be used to inform policymakers and other stakeholders about 
ensemble directors ' views on the subject of evaluation. 
Your email address was obtained from the TMEA membership directory. My plan is to 
send 3 emails to potential participants, followed by a telephone call in order to remind the 
participants about the importance of the survey. 
If you prefer to not participate in this study, please reply to this email and indicate your 
decision so that I may remove your name and contact information from my records. 
The survey involves questions about your experiences with teacher evaluations. This 
survey is available over the internet. The time commitment is approximately 20 minutes 
to complete the survey. 
Thank you for your time. It is because of the generous help of people like you that this 
research can be successful. 
Sincerely, 
Adrian Guerra 
DMA Candidate 
Boston University 
Boston, MA 
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Appendix C 
Questionnaire Email (Second Contact) 
Dear colleague, 
I am writing to ask for your help with my doctoral dissertation research at Boston 
University concerning the perception of secondary ensemble directors regarding teacher 
evaluations in Texas. You have been selected as a contributor based on your inclusion 
and category in the Texas Music Educators Association membership rolls. This study 
will help policymakers and stakeholders understand the effectiveness of current music 
teacher evaluation practices in fostering professional growth among music teachers. 
Your opinion is a valuable component of this study. Please be assured that your 
responses will remain completely confidential. In addition, participation in this study is 
voluntary. If you decide not to participate, please let me know by replying to this 
message with a simple message stating your decision. Your name and address will be 
deleted from my database upon receipt. You may also withdraw from the study at any 
moment in the process. At the end of the survey you will have the option of participating 
in one-on-one interviews with me in order to obtain a better perspective of the issue of 
music ensemble director evaluations. 
If you have any questions regarding this research, either now or at any time in the 
future, please feel free to ask them. You may contact me at (956) 844-6550 or at 
aguerra@bu.edu. I will be happy to answer any questions you may have. Questions may 
also be addressed to the faculty advisor, Dr. Diana Dansereau at drdl @bu.edu. You may 
obtain further information about your rights as a research subject by calling the BU CRC 
IRB Office at 617-358-6115. 
You may complete the survey online by visiting the following website: 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/K396PK6. Please enter Questionnaire Identification 
Number: :XXX:XXX. The questionnaire should take you approximately 20 minutes to 
complete. 
Thank you for helping with this study. 
Sincerely, 
Adrian Guerra 
DMA Candidate 
Boston University 
Boston, MA 
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Appendix D 
Thank you/Reminder E-mail (Third Contact) 
Dear colleague, 
Last week a link to a questionnaire asking about your opinions and perceptions regarding 
teacher evaluations of music ensemble directors was sent to you. If you have already 
completed the questionnaire, please accept my sincere thanks. If not, please complete 
your questionnaire today. I am grateful for your help in trying to affect policy for the 
benefit of ensemble directors. 
You may access the questionnaire by visiting the following website: 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/K396PK6. 
Please enter Questionnaire Identification Number: X:XXXXX 
Sincerely, 
Adrian Guerra 
DMA Candidate 
Boston University 
Boston, MA 
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Appendix E 
2nd Reminder Message (Fourth Contact) 
Dear colleague, 
A few weeks ago a link to a questionnaire asking about your opinions and perceptions 
regarding teacher evaluations of music ensemble directors was sent to you. If you have 
already completed the questionnaire, please accept my sincere thanks. If not, please 
complete your questionnaire today. I am grateful for your help in trying to affect policy 
for the benefit of ensemble directors. 
You may access the questionnaire by visiting the following website: 
http:/ /www.surveymonkey .corn/s/K396PK6. 
Please enter Questionnaire Identification Number: X:XX:XXX 
If you prefer to not participate in this study, please reply to this email and indicate your 
decision so that I may remove your name and contact information from my records. 
My next and final attempt to enlist your participation will involve a telephone call. 
Sincerely, 
Adrian Guerra 
DMA Candidate 
Boston University 
Boston, MA 
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Appendix F 
Telephone Contact for Questionnaire (Fifth Contact) 
Hello. My name is Adrian Guerra. May I speak with ? (Wait for a 
response). 
I am calling regarding a recent request I sent you to participate in an internet survey for 
my doctoral dissertation with Boston University. I would like to extend a final invitation 
for you to participate in this study regarding music teacher evaluations. Please understand 
that your participation is voluntary and I will not be contacting you again regarding your 
participation. 
Would you be willing to participate in this study? (Wait for response). 
[If answer is "yes"]: Okay. Would you like for me to resend the original email message 
with the survey information? 
[If answer is "no"]: Okay. 
Thank you for your time. I truly appreciate it. 
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Appendix G 
Contact for Teacher Interview 
Hello. My name is Adrian Guerra. May I speak with ? (Wait for response). 
I am calling because you recently indicated in an internet survey that you would be 
willing to participate in one or two interviews for my doctoral dissertation with Boston 
University. I would like to know if you are still interested? (Wait for response). 
[If answer is "no"]: Okay. Thank you for your time. 
[If answer is "yes"]: Okay. I would like to set a day, time and place that is convenient for 
you. The interviews will take approximately one hour of your time, and you will answer 
questions regarding your experiences with teaching evaluations. 
What day, time, and place are most convenient for you? 
(Wait for response). 
Okay. If you have any further questions or change your mind, please call me at (956) 
844-6550. 
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Appendix H 
Interview Protocol 
1. What are your responsibilities as a music ensemble director? 
2. How are those responsibilities taken into account in your teaching evaluations? 
3. How do you know this? 
4. How effective is the PDAS in evaluating you as a music teacher? 
5. What should a person evaluating your teaching be able to hear, see, and know to 
make an adequate judgment about your effectiveness as a music teacher? 
6. What is important about music for your evaluator to understand? 
7. Have you received any feedback from your evaluator? Would you share any? 
8. What are 1 or 2 positive feedback statements that were intended to improve your 
teaching? 
9. Does your evaluator conduct any walk-through evaluations throughout the school 
year? 
10. Do you receive any feedback from those walk-throughs? Would you share any? 
11. What kind of feedback would you like to receive from your evaluator? 
12. How has the feedback you receive from your evaluator affected your teaching? 
13. What changes have you made in your teaching based on that feedback? 
14. What should be contained in an evaluation system to make it effective for 
evaluating music ensemble directors? 
15. In which ways does the Teacher Self Report affect your teaching? Has it led you 
to rethink any strategies or techniques? 
16. Domain II of the PDAS observation protocol prescribes that you be evaluated on 
the use of"critical thinking and problem solving" in the classroom, along with the 
use of "technology". What has been your experience with these two areas in your 
evaluations? 
1 7. How do you think your evaluator makes a decision about this in your classroom 
during an observation? 
18. Domain III of the PDAS observation protocol has an item titled "assessment and 
instruction are aligned". How do you think your evaluator makes a decision about 
this in your classroom during an observation? 
19. How has the PDAS as a whole influenced your teaching? 
20. How has the observation section of the PDAS influenced your teaching? 
21. How has your evaluation score influenced your teaching? 
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